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g. Inquiries on this document should be directed to the Eglin Public Affairs Office: 
 

Ms. Janet Tucker 
AFDTC/EM-PAV 
501 Deleon St., Suite 101 
Eglin AFB, FL 32542 
(850) 882-4435 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



 

 Final TMD ETR SEIS—Eglin Gulf Test Range 
 

FOREWORD 

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) analyzes the potential 
environmental consequences of a proposal to enhance the Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR) to 
enable extended range testing and training operations using Theater Missile Defense (TMD) 
missile systems.  TMD is designated to provide regional defenses against present and 
future conventional, chemical, biological, or nuclear ballistic, cruise, or air-to-surface guided 
missiles that can endanger deployed U.S. forces as well as U.S. friends and allies 
throughout the world.  The proposal calls for the launch of target missiles from aircraft or 
land sites.  These target missiles would be intercepted by interceptor missiles launched 
from ships or land sites.  The intercepts would occur in the airspace over the Gulf of 
Mexico. 

The proposed action would involve target and interceptor launch and support 
activities at alternative locations at Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) including Santa Rosa Island 
and Cape San Blas; Air Drop or air-launch of target missiles; and possible Navy AEGIS ship-
launch.  All intercepts would occur in the airspace over the Gulf of Mexico, which would 
also be the location for air-launches of target missiles and ship-launches of interceptors.  
Alternatives include target launch and support activities at alternative locations in the 
Florida Keys (Cudjoe Key or Saddlebunch Keys); target missile launch from a sea-launch 
vessel in the Gulf of Mexico; and interceptor launch from offshore platforms in the Gulf of 
Mexico off the coast of Santa Rosa Island or Cape San Blas. 

The Final TMD Extended Test Range SEIS-EGTR has two volumes.  The first volume 
includes an Executive Summary, Acronyms and Abbreviations, a Glossary, section 1 
(Program Overview), section 2 (Description of Alternatives Including the Proposed Action), 
and section 3-4, numbered as section 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigations).  The second volume includes section 5 (Public Review 
Comments and Responses), section 6 (References), section 7 (List of Preparers), technical 
appendices, the distribution list, and the index. 

Section 1 of the SEIS, Program Overview, presents the background, purpose, and 
need for the TMD Extended Test Range EGTR program.  Section 2, Description of 
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, describes the proposed action and the current 
available alternatives that have been identified as fulfilling the purpose and need of the 
program.  A no-action alternative that does not provide extended test capabilities for TMD 
in the EGTR is also described in this section.   

In this SEIS, the presentation of the Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences has been combined into a single section identified as section 3-4.  In this 
unified section, the presentation of existing and future environmental baseline conditions 
for each of the 14 environmental resource areas is directly followed by a discussion of the 
potential impacts of the proposed project and alternatives, including appropriate 
mitigations. 

Section 5 of the SEIS (Public Review Comments and Responses) describes how 
responses were made to the comments received from agencies and the public.  This 
section contains copies of every comment received and responses to each. 
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5.0  PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

 The Theater Missile Defense (TMD) Extended Test Range (ETR) Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)—Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR) public review and 
comment period began on 13 February 1998, 1 week following the publication of the 
Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register.  The public comment period ended on 
3 April 1998.  Some government agency comments were received after the ending date 
but were included in the review comments.  

Copies of the Draft SEIS were made available for public review at several locations 
within the region of influence of the proposed TMD program. 

� Okaloosa-Walton Community College Library, Niceville  

� Okaloosa-University of West Florida Library, Fort Walton Beach  

� Gulf County Library, Port St. Joe 

� Key Largo Public Library, Key Largo 

� Monroe County Public Library, Marathon 

� Monroe County Public Library, Key West 

� Florida Keys Community College Library, Key West 

The following methods were used to notify the public of upcoming public hearing 
meetings: 

� NOA announcement in the Federal Register 

� Paid advertisements placed in four local newspapers including the Northwest 
Florida Daily News, Panama City Herald, The Key West Citizen, and The Keynoter 

� Media releases to newspapers, radio, and television 

Four public hearing on the Draft SEIS were between the 9th and 13th of March 1998 
in Fort Walton Beach, Port St. Joe, and the Florida Keys.  Table 5.0-1 lists the locations 
and dates of these meetings. 

Table 5.0-1:  Public Hearing Locations, Dates, and Actual Times 

Meeting Location Date Times 

Fort Walton Beach, Radisson Beach Resort 9 March 1998 5:00 – 8:00 p.m. 

Port St. Joe, Port St. Joe High School 10 March 1998 5:00 – 8:00 p.m. 

Key West, Harvey Government Center 12 March 1998 5:00 – 10:00 p.m. 

Marathon, Marathon Government Center 13 March 1998 5:00 – 9:00 p.m. 
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During the initial hour of each public hearing, an informal information session was 
held to encourage the public to talk with project leaders.  During this time, the public was 
encouraged to sign in at the registration desk, to complete a speaker’s card if they wanted 
to make a statement at the public hearing, and to complete an address form if they wanted 
to receive a copy of the Final SEIS or its Executive Summary.  A log of public and agency 
attendees was maintained for each hearing although registration was not required.  A fact 
sheet summarizing the proposed action to enhance the Eglin Gulf Test Range to test 
Theater Missile Defense systems was provided to all attendees.  This fact sheet provided 
an overview of the preferred action and alternatives and summarized the findings of the 
Draft SEIS including potential environmental impacts and mitigations.  Copies of the Draft 
SEIS were also made available to the public at the registration table.  Other handouts 
included a welcome/agenda for each public hearing meeting location, instructions on how 
to be heard and how to get more information, written comment forms, and cards for 
commentor registration and document mailing list.  

Following the information hour, the public was invited to attend the Public Hearing.  
The moderator began the formal presentation by explaining the format of the meeting 
which included: 

� Introduction, Mr. Lewis Michaelson 

� Maj Tom Kennedy, AFDTC, Eglin AFB, described the proposed action and 
alternatives and presented the findings of the Draft SEIS 

� Public Comment Session 

� Closing Remarks, Mr. Michaelson 

A transcript of the full text of each public hearing is included in section 5.3 of the 
Final SEIS. 

Public comments on the Draft SEIS were received in several different ways.  Public 
hearing attendees were invited to make formal statements, which were recorded by a court 
reporter at each meeting.  A total of 51 individuals spoke at the public hearings and their 
comments were documented in four recorded transcripts.  A list of the individuals who 
spoke at the public hearings, designated PT-0001 through PT-0051, and copies of the 
transcripts, are included in section 5.3.1. 

Written comments on the Draft SEIS were received in various formats over the 
course of the public comment period.  Initially, some prepared information was submitted 
to the moderator by speakers during each public hearing.  In addition, written comment 
forms which were made available during registration were either returned at the conclusion 
of the public hearings or forwarded by mail.  Finally, some individuals and several Federal, 
state, and local agencies submitted letters of comment.  In these three forms, written 
comments were received from 69 individuals representing themselves or private and public 
organizations.  A list of the individuals, including their organization or agency affiliation 
where applicable, and copies of their transmittals are included in section 5.1.1.  Written 
comments are designated PW-0001 through PW-0069. 
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In addition to transcript and written comments, the public was encouraged to e-mail 
comments to a mailbox designated for receipt of public comments:  tmd@eglin.af.mil.  
Twelve e-mails were received during the public comment.  A list of the individuals who 
sent e-mails, and copies of the documents received are included in section 5.2.3.  E-mail 
documents are designated PE-0001 through PE-0012. 

Every transcript, written letter/comment, and e-mail was reviewed as it was 
received.  Each document was assigned a unique number and then was carefully reviewed 
to identify the environmental resource area and specific topic of individual comments and 
issues that were presented.  Each of these identified issues was highlighted and numbered 
sequentially.  For example, if the tenth speaker presented in a transcript document 
(PT-0010) provided comments on 7 separate topics, those comments were numbered 
PT-0010.01 through PT-0010.07.  A summary of each comment, its environmental 
resource area and topic was then entered into a database by the given identification 
number.  This database was then used to sort and categorize all comments to the Draft 
SEIS so that appropriate and consistent responses could be provided.   

The process of responding to comments required reaching a thorough understanding 
of the issues being presented and then determining the appropriate action to be taken.  In 
some cases, the comment was a declarative statement not requiring a direct response, but 
one that did need to be noted in the context of overall public review.  Other comments 
identified corrections or new information that was directly included in the text of the Final 
SEIS.  

The largest number of comments received posed questions about the 
methodologies, analyses, and conclusions for various environmental resource impacts and 
mitigations  presented in the Draft EIS.  For each of these comments, a specific response 
was prepared—occasionally requiring the acquisition of new data and the preparation of 
additional analyses.  New information and analysis supporting or changing the conclusions 
of the Draft SEIS was incorporated into the text of the Final SEIS as well as in the 
response to comments section. 

Chapter 5 of the Final SEIS presents reproductions of all the original documents that 
were received during the public hearing comment period and provides direct responses to 
every issue included in those documents.  The organization of chapter 5 provides a 
separate comment/response section for each of the three types of comment documents: 

 5.1 Written Comment Documents 
  5.1.1 Written Comments 
  5.1.2 Response to Written Comments 
 5.2 E-Mail Comment Documents 
  5.2.1 E-Mail Comments 
  5.2.2 Response to E-Mail Comments 
 5.3 Transcript Comment Documents 
  5.3.1 Transcript Comments  
  5.3.2 Response to Transcript Comments 



 

 

 Final TMD ETR SEIS—Eglin Gulf Test Range 5-4
 

The first table in each section provides a index of the names and assigned 
identification numbers of individuals that submitted comments on the Draft SEIS.  To 
follow comments and responses for a specific individual, find their commentor number 
(e.g., PW-0042, PE-0003, PT-0021) in the appropriate document list; locate their 
document with sequentially numbered comments; and, use the comment numbers to 
identify corresponding responses in the response table. 

All documents and comments that were received during the public review period for 
the Theater Missile Defense, Extended Test Range, Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement were treated equally regardless of the form or commentor.  Each comment was 
carefully documented, thoroughly read and evaluated, and provided with a response.  
Volume 2 of the Final SEIS includes the public comments and prepared responses.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed action.  In accordance with CEQ guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis 
to inform the public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts resulting from 
the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  

5.1 WRITTEN COMMENT DOCUMENTS  

Individuals who commented on the Draft SEIS in written form are listed in table 5.1-
1 along with their respective commentor identification number.  This number can be used 
to find the written document that was submitted and to locate the corresponding table on 
which responses to each comment is provided.   

5.1.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS   

 Exhibit 5.1-1 presents reproductions of the written comment documents that were 
received in response to the Draft SEIS. Comment documents are identified by commentor 
ID number, and each statement or question that was categorized as addressing a separate 
environmental issue is designated with a sequential comment number.  

5.1.2 RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

 Table 5.1-2 presents the responses to comments to the Draft SEIS that were 
received in written form.  Responses to specific comments can be found by locating the 
corresponding commentor ID number and sequential comment number identifiers. 

Table 5.1–1:  Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Written Documents) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Apalachee Regional Planning Council P-W-0055 

Blazevic, R. L.  P-W-0031 

Cairns,  Duncan J., North West Florida Water Management District P-W-0052 

Canneto, Frank;  ANR Pipeline Company P-W-0036 

Causey,  Billy D.;  Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Program P-W-0043 
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Table 5.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Written Documents) (Continued) 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-W-0009 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-W-0020 

Couvillion, Keith J.; Texaco Exploration and Production, Inc P-W-0064 

Cox, Cox P-W-0023 

Deut, Jane  P-W-0039 

Drake, Susan P-W-0027 

FKNMS Advisory Council P-W-0011 

Freeman, Shirley;  Commissioner, County of Monroe P-W-0060 

Freeman, Shirley; Monroe County Commissioner P-W-0002 

Gerbnacht, Helen P-W-0034 

Germer, Suzanne P-W-0019 

Golden, Jim P-W-0041 

Griffin, Lynn;  Office of Intergovernmental Programs, Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection 

P-W-0049 

Gulf County P-W-0056 

Hadden, Alexander P-W-0001 

Halloran, George P-W-0046 

Hanley, Mari P-W-0063 

Hare, James N. P-W-0025 

Hartman, Bradley; Director, Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission P-W-0068 

Hendricks, M.E. P-W-0033 

Henize, Dennis P-W-0004 

Henize, Dennis P-W-0015 

Henize, Dennis P-W-0016 

Hind, Martin S P-W-0024 

Hoffman, Wayne; National Audubon Society P-W-0008 

Hulsey, John, South Florida Regional Planning Council P-W-0053 

Illegible P-W-0035 

Jones, Michael P-W-0018 

Lee, James H.; Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Dept. of the 
Interior 

P-W-0066 

Lowe, Donald S. P-W-0003 

Magill, Mary P-W-0032 

Marine Fisheries Commission P-W-0051 

Marple, Richie Anne P-W-0045 
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Table 5.1-1:  Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Written Documents) (Continued) 

Martin, Terence N.; Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Dept. of the 
Interior 

P-W-0038 

Mc Arthur, Phil and Jane P-W-0028 

McGee, William; Cape San Blas Taxpayers Association P-W-0059 

Moody, Richard P-W-0062 

Morrison, Michael, et al; Last Stand -petition against missile testing in the Florida 
Keys  

P-W-0069 

Mueller, Heinz J.; Chief,  Office of Environmental Assessment, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 4 

P-W-0065 

Musselman, David P-W-0021 

Orlandi, Robin;  Board of Directors of Reef Relief P-W-0014 

Percy,  George W.;  Division of Historical Resources, Florida Department of State P-W-0050 

Pfeiffer, Steven G.; State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs P-W-0067 

Poole, Samuel E. III; South Florida Water Management District P-W-0042 

Probert P.E., Daniel P-W-0061 

Rebosio, Gianne T. P-W-0017 

Richardson, Drew; Professional Association of Diving Instructors P-W-0037 

Richardson, Drew, Professional Association of Diving Instructors  P-W-0013 

Richardson, Drew, Professional Association of Diving Instructors P-W-0012 

Rosenblatt, Sol P-W-0007 

Simonds, Lois  P-W-0058 

Slack, James J.; South Florida Field Office, Fish and Wildlife Service P-W-0022 

Thorpe, Paul;  Northwest Florida Water Management District P-W-0057 

unsigned P-W-0026 

unsigned P-W-0029 

unsigned P-W-0030 

unsigned P-W-0047 

Weeks, Vicki P-W-0010 

West Florida Regional Planning Council P-W-0054 

Wheeler, Kathy P-W-0044 

Whitfield, Estus D.;  Environmental Policy/Community and Economic Development 
Unit, Office of the Governor, State of Florida  

P-W-0048 

Wright, Bruce  P-W-0040 

Wright, David C. Ph.D. P-W-0006 

Wright, David C. Ph.D.; Union of Concerned Scientists P-W-0005 

 















































































































































































Table 5.1-2:  Responses to Written Comments 
 

5-93  
 

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section & Page RESPONSE 

Hadden, 
Alexander 

P-W-0001.01 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites.  The analysis of the risk probabilities of each 
missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  Each equipment failure or human error possibility is 
considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test Center 
commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and the Department of Defense safety policies.   

 P-W-0001.02 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 

3.1.9.2 

The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area.  

 P-W-0001.03 Safety 3.1.9.2 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key 
have been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  The Launch Hazard Area has not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually 
designed for the site, the missile, and the environs around the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more 
restrained the Range Safety Officer. 

 P-W-0001.04 Launch mishap 2.1.3.3.7 As described in the Draft SEIS, the Flight Termination System is a linear shaped charge.  The Flight Termination System is initiated by a radio 
command from the Range Safety Officer using doubly redundant systems. 

 P-W-0001.05 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 Current missile launch locations on Santa Rosa Island and Cape San Blas involve similar distances to inhabited areas, and test launches have been 
performed safely. 

 P-W-0001.06 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 This proposal is not a departure from safety precautions. The launch sites proposed at Santa Rosa Island and Cape San Blas are on land.  The off-shore 
platforms are in the Other Alternatives Considered category, just like the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0001.07 Water quality-
Keys 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long-term 
environmental monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a 
physical environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation 
of a launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge 
water.  Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch 
differ primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera 
is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride 
near-field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the 
deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near-field from the Hera launch 
would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe 
Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a 
high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a 
missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction 
in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was 
assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to a maximum of 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the 
shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride at a 
rate of no more than 1.64g/m2  over the area of this water body would not decrease the pH more than 0.1 unit.  

 P-W-0001.08 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4.2 Scheduling of missile transport and other Theater Missile Defense test-related traffic would be coordinated with local agencies to avoid peak traffic 
hours and minimize potential effects on local traffic movement.  Emergency vehicles would not be affected by Theater Missile Defense test activities, 
since they will not close the Overseas Highway. 

 P-W-0001.09 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers. Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 
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 P-W-0001.10 launch mishap 3.1.9.2 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key 
have been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the environs 
around the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the Range Safety Officer.  Should the Keys be 
selected, an emergency response plan would be developed in cooperation with local emergency response authorities for the Florida Keys prior to any 
launches. 

 P-W-0001.11 Transportation-
Keys 

3.1.9.4 Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers. Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 

 P-W-0001.12 Transportation-
Keys 

3.1.9.4 There has never been an explosion involving the truck transport of missile components; therefore, the probability of an accident resulting in an 
explosion is much lower than the probability of an accident. 

 P-W-0001.13 Transportation-
Keys 

3.1.9.4 The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The system 
failure mode analysis and attendant risk probability calculations for each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human error 
possibility is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test 
Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and the Department of Defense safety policies. 

Freeman, 
Shirley 

County 
Commissioner, 

Monroe County 

P-W-0002.01 Draft SEIS  In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites. 

 P-W-0002.02 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 

3.3.1.4 

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long-term 
environmental monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a 
physical environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation 
of a launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge 
water.  Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch 
differ primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera 
is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride 
near-field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the 
deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near-field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch 
would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe 
Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a 
high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a 
missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction 
in rainfall pH. Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was 
assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the 
shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 
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Lowe, Donald 
S. 

P-W-0003.01 Visual 
Aesthetics 

3.1.13.4 

 

3.3.13.4  

 

To better assess the visual impact of constructing a missile assembly building or erecting a 50 foot tall missile on a site, a visual simulation for each 
vantage point photograph used in the Draft SEIS has been prepared (sections 3.1.13.1 and 3.2.13.1.)  The photographic visual simulations are 
published in the Final SEIS section 3.1.13.4 for the Panhandle sites and section 3.2.13.4 for the Keys sites.  It is apparent in reviewing these 
photographs that neither the building nor the missile are visible from most accessible vantage points.  The view from those closer vantage points will 
include the existing military buildings as well as the new Missile Assembly Building and missile.  The new buildings will be seen in the context of the 
existing military facilities. 

 P-W-0003.02 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.2 State and local regulatory requirements, some of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 
military land comply with applicable state and Federal regulations.  The building height restriction does not apply. 

 P-W-0003.03 Noise 3.1.8.1 

3.3.8.1 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible.  See 
section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS for additional discussion of potential noise impacts. 

 P-W-0003.04 Noise 3.1.8.1 

3.3.8.1 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible. There 
will be high maximum noise levels resulting from missile launches.  These levels will last for less than 60 seconds. 

 P-W-0003.05 Noise 3.1.8.4 

3.3.8.4 

There may be startle effects among the population.  Prior notification of scheduled launches should reduce some of the anxiety of hearing brief loud 
noise events. 

 P-W-0003.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Studies of launch effects at Cape Canaveral have shown that birds disturbed by launch noise normally return to their nest soon after the launch event. 

 P-W-0003.07 Noise 3.1.8.4 

3.3.8.4 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible. 

 P-W-0003.08 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 The facilities and operations that would be required for Theater Missile Defense activities in the Keys would not be greatly different from the existing 
facilities and operations on these sites. 

 P-W-0003.09 Socioeconomic 3.1.10.4 

3.3.10.4 

Socioeconomic impacts are addressed in sections 3.1.10.4, 3.2.10.4 and 3.3.10.4.  An evaluation of quality of life is outside the scope of this document. 

 P-W-0003.10 Draft SEIS 1.2 

1.3 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1 
explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision following the completion of the Final SEIS.  In accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental impacts resulting from the 
preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  

Henize, Dennis P-W-0004.01 Safety-Keys Appendix G Appendix G of the Draft SEIS described the method of establishing a Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the 
available land launch trajectory, type of missiles, and distance to populated areas or structures.  Less operational constraints, such as permissible wind 
conditions at the time of launch and the reaction time of the Range Safety Officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard Area.  
Conversely, more operational constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the 
operational constraints associated with it are established for each site to ensure that the launch can be safely conducted.  This is done in accordance 
with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures to ensure that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk 
significantly less than the average public exposure.  A Launch Hazard Area of 4.5 miles was never proposed for the Hera launch sites at Santa Rosa, 
Cape San Blas, or Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys.  The 4.5 mile figure was originally associated wit the Fort Wingate launch site.  However, even at Fort 
Wingate, the eventual Launch Hazard Area was significantly less than 4.5 miles northeast of the launch site due to the existence of a school or 
residence. 
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 P-W-0004.02 Launch mishap 2.1.3 The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area.  An inquiry is 
held following any launch mishap to fully document and understand all system anomalies.  No launch will be scheduled until all issues raised during 
the inquiry are resolved. 

 P-W-0004.03 Safety-Keys  The Launch Hazard Area considers the case of the missile flying in the wrong direction prior to any destruct action occurring. 

 P-W-0004.04 Safety-Keys  We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

 P-W-0004.05 Noise-Keys  We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions.  Section 3.3.8.4 of the Draft SEIS addressed the issue of shock waves from 
explosions within the Launch Hazard Area.  The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a 
function of the flexibility the Range Safety Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch 
conditions and anomaly response time.  The fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the 
designated Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-W-0004.06 Noise-Keys  The 2.0 pounds per square foot explosion is due to a complete Hera stage 2 impacting the ground or the water.  In the case of a mishap, the Range 
Safety Officer may prescribe destroying the second stage prior to impact to prevent this explosion. 

 P-W-0004.07 Safety-Keys  As the Draft SEIS states, while models predict the highest possible concentration at ground level outside the Launch Hazard Area, the highest predicted 
concentration at ground level is less than the short-term public exposure guidelines. 

Wright, David 
C. Ph.D. 

Union of 
Concerned 
Scientists 

P-W-0005.01 Safety Appendix G Appendix G of the Draft SEIS described the method of establishing a Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the 
available land, launch trajectory, type of missiles and distance to populated areas or structures.  Less operational constraints, such as permissible wind 
conditions at the time of launch and the reaction time of the range safety officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard Area.  
Conversely, more operational constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the 
operational constraints associated with it are established for each site to ensure that the launch can be safely conducted.  This is done in accordance 
with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk 
significantly less than the average public exposure.  A Launch Hazard Area of 4.5 miles was never proposed for the HERA launch sites at Santa Rosa 
Island, Cape San Blas or Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys.  The 4.5 mile figure was originally associated with the Fort Wingate launch site.  However, 
even at Fort Wingate, the eventual Launch Hazard Area was significantly less than 4.5 miles Northeast of the launch site due to the existence of a 
school. 

 P-W-0005.02 Safety-Keys Appendix G Operational constraints at the Cudjoe were specifically considered in the design of the Launch Hazard Area such that it would not include these homes.  
These are the same procedures used at every other launch site. 

 P-W-0005.03 Safety-Keys Appendix G We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

 P-W-0005.04 Safety-Keys Appendix G We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

 P-W-0005.05 Safety-Keys Appendix G We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

 P-W-0005.06 Safety-Keys Appendix G We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

 P-W-0005.07 Safety-Keys Appendix G We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 
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 P-W-0005.08 Launch mishap Appendix G Data is not releasable (sensitive material).  While specific information is not releasable to the public, the missile has been tested and flown at White 
Sands Missile Range.  The Launch Hazard Area has been determined, and the reliability of the missile will meet the safety (flight determination) 
standard and procedures.  The Eglin range safety office has determined that the missile components of the flight test meets the safety launch 
procedures. 

Wright, David 
C. Ph.D. 

P-W-0006.01 Safety Appendix G We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

Rosenblatt, Sol P-W-0007.01 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited 
in the vicinity of the launch pad..  The Hera near-field deposition rates do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  Deposition of 1.64.g/m2 on brackish or sea water will 
not decrease the pH level. 

 P-W-0007.02 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 See answer above. 

 P-W-0007.03 Florida Keys-
reef 

3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0007.04 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

The balance of the hydrogen chloride is airborne transported to the far-field and may be deposited there at rates far lower than the near-field rates.  Far-
field deposition is sufficiently dispersed and variable launch to launch that successive launches seldom affect the same areas.  No changes in plant 
community or structure due to cumulative effects of far-field deposition have been seen.  National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
environmental monitoring of ten years of space shuttle launches at the Kennedy Space Center indicate that large quantities of hydrogen chloride 
combined with the sound suppression deluge water can deposit large amounts of hydrochloric acid on the land and waters immediately adjacent to the 
shuttle launch pad.  This monitoring indicates that no more than 17 percent of the hydrogen chloride is deposited in the near-field of the launch pad 
even in the optimum conditions for combining hydrogen chloride and water into hydrochloric acid. 

 P-W-0007.05 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

See response above. 

 P-W-0007.06 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

See response above. 

 P-W-0007.07 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 

3.3.1.4 

The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited 
in the vicinity of the launch pad.  The remaining hydrogen chloride could be deposited in the far-field.  Far-field deposition is sufficiently dispersed 
and variable from launch to launch that successive launches seldom affect the same areas. 

 P-W-0007.08 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 

3.3.1.4 

See response above. 

 P-W-0007.09 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 

3.3.1.4 

The solid propellant in the first stage of the missile burns at a constant rate from initial launch through burn out.  Since the missile is accelerating from 
the launch pad during its first few seconds of flight, a slightly greater level of emissions occur near the earth’s surface. 

 P-W-0007.10 Hazardous 
wastes 

3.1.9.4 Potential safety and health impacts of normal launch activities are addressed in section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS.  This same section addresses potential 
safety and health consequences in the  event of a launch mishap. 
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 P-W-0007.11 Launch failure 3.1.9.4 

3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration conducted an evaluation of the effects of missile systems in the marine environment as part of the EIS 
prepared for its Sounding Rocket Program.  It concluded that the release of hazardous materials and decaying propellant would be rapidly diluted 
within a marine environment, and except in the immediate vicinity of the debris, would not be found in concentrations identified as producing any 
adverse effects. (National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 1973)  The dissolution of ammonium perchlorate when in a polybutadiene rubber 
binder would be minimal because the binder is not water soluble.  Additional studies provide findings that indicate that ammonium perchlorate would 
not result in significant changes in pH and nitrogen levels. 

 P-W-0007.12 launch mishap 3.1.14.4 

3.2.14.4 

See response above. 

 P-W-0007.13 Launch mishap 3.3.14.4 There is little literature extant because ammonium perchlorate is not disposed of in the marine environment in the United States.  The Soviet literature 
was a source, not necessarily an endorsement.  

 P-W-0007.14 Hazardous waste 3.3.14.4 Citing the literature did not propose using Soviet safety criteria.  The findings were that ammonium perchlorate in fresh water environment does not 
substantially affect the biochemical consumption of oxygen, nor the processes of growth among saprophytic microflora. 

 P-W-0007.15 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 

3.2.14.4 

Potential ecological consequences of a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS.   

 P-W-0007.16 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.1 Hydrogen chloride is a gas.  Hydrochloric acid is hydrogen chloride in aqueous form.  At standard temperature and pressure, it is a liquid.  Due to 
similarities of dispersion and deposition mechanics, liquids and solids are both considered particulates. 

 P-W-0007.17 Water quality-
Keys 

3.1.14.3 

3.2.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

The affected environments of the Panhandle, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Florida Keys are described in the respective resource areas of the Draft SEIS. 

 P-W-0007.18 Water quality 3.1.14.3 

3.2.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

Deposition of hydrogen chloride at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2  over the area of this water body would not decrease the pH more than 0.1 unit.  The 
alkaline environment buffers the effect of acid deposition, reducing the acidification from a given amount of acid deposition. 

 P-W-0007.19 Water quality-
Keys 

3.1.14.3 

3.2.14.3 

3.3.14.3 

See response above. 

 P-W-0007.20 Water quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 There has not been a flow measurement.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease  pH 
by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly even with low flow and mixing. 

 P-W-0007.21 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.1 Models use mathematical formulas to calculate the probable result of a series of factors that may affect emissions dispersion.  These include such 
things as:  wind speed, humidity, release height of the emissions, atmospheric stability, and mixing layer altitude, among others.  For the purposes of 
this analysis we varied each model parameter to produce the most conservative (worst) result for each step in the model.  The result was the highest 
possible predicted concentration and the greatest distance that could result from the launch of a Hera missile at any location.  The results did not reflect 
the climate of New Mexico, the Keys, or any other specific location, but the worst possible combination of climatic conditions.  The calculated results 
yield greater emission concentrations than would be realistically be expected. 
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 P-W-0007.22 General  In so far as these are quantifiable, they are addressed, otherwise they are beyond the scope of this document.  

Hoffman, 
Wayne 

National 
Audubon 
Society 

P-W-0008.01 Draft SEIS  1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1 explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
following the completion of the Final SEIS.   In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient 
analysis to inform the public of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and, to assist in the decision 
making process.  

 P-W-0008.02 Draft SEIS  1.0 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 
Primary field investigations were to verify and supplement existing data. 

 P-W-0008.03 Biology-Keys 3.2.3.3 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-W-0008.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0008.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 It is recognized that endangered or threatened species may utilize previously disturbed areas.  Potential impacts to endangered plants at alternative sites 
in the Florida Keys sites are discussed in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0008.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-W-0008.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 See response above. 

 P-W-0008.08 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 See response above. 

 P-W-0008.09 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 This information has been included in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS.  

 P-W-0008.10 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Low pressure sodium lighting away from the beach would be used to minimize potential impacts.  See section 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.4 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0008.11 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 This information has been included in section 3.3.3.3 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0008.12 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Wildlife that remained in the immediate launch area (near field) during a test could be affected by launch emissions.  Previous test programs have 
shown  that most wildlife leave the launch area prior to a launch event due to human presence and activity, hence the potential for harm is extremely 
small.  

 P-W-0008.13 Launch mishap 3.1.9 Potential impacts to biological resources result from a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Final SEIS.  Small scale habitat destruction, 
individual displacement, and incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.   

Cofer, Elizabeth P-W-0009.01 Utilities-Keys  3.3.11.3 The importance of Highway 1 to the Florida Keys has been recognized.  An early alternative site was eliminated because it would have required 
closing Highway 1. 
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 P-W-0009.02 Land Use-Keys 3.1.7.3 

3.3.7.3 

The affected environments of the Panhandle, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Florida Keys are described in the respective resource areas of the Draft SEIS.  
The status of the refuges has been recognized in the Draft SEIS. 

 P-W-0009.03 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 

3.3.7.4 

The Launch Hazard Area for the alternative target launch sites on the Keys does overlap the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary; about 4.3 
percent of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is in the Cudjoe Key Launch Hazard Area and 1.6 percent of the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary is in the Launch Hazard Area for the Saddlebunch Keys (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in the Florida Keys 
National Marine Sanctuary are permitted but would require specific consultation.  This consultation would require that any proposed action be 
designed and implemented so that potential impacts to any habitat or species be 1) avoided to the extent possible, 2) minimized when avoidance is not 
possible, and 3) mitigated to compensate for potential long-term adverse effects.  Consultation with the Director of the National Marine Sanctuary 
began early in the planning process for the Theater Missile Defense testing program and is ongoing.  If the Keys are selected they would continue. 

 P-W-0009.04 Air quality-Keys 3.1.1.3 

3.2.1.3 

3.3.1.3 

The affected environments of the Panhandle, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Florida Keys are described in the respective resource areas of the Draft SEIS. 

 P-W-0009.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The presence of the Silver Rice Rat at alternative sites in the Keys was discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Draft SEIS. 

 P-W-0009.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The presence of the Lower Keys Marsh Rabbit at alternative sites in the Keys was discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Draft SEIS. 

 P-W-0009.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Normal launch activities would not result in adverse impacts to the hardwood hammocks or pine rockland.   

 P-W-0009.08 Biology-Keys 3.1.9.4 

3.3.3.4 

The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected 
by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination 
with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and 
design process. 

 P-W-0009.09 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, 
explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Weeks, Vicki P-W-0010.01 General   Thank you for submitting these resolutions.  

 P-W-0010.02 General   Thank you for submitting this letter.  

 P-W-0010.03 Program  1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0010.04 Program  1.0 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0010.05 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-W-0010.06 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.3 

3.3.1.3 

According to the Biological Assessment, no species would be jeopardized by the Theater Missile Defense test program. 

 P-W-0010.07 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 
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FKNMS 
Advisory 
Council 

P-W-0011.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0011.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

Drew 
Richardson, 
Professional 
Association of 
Diving 
Instructors 

P-W-0012.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0012.02 Alternatives 1.0 The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, 
explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the Final SEIS is completed.  

Drew 
Richardson  

P-W-0013.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

Orlandi, Robin, 
Board of 
Directors of 
Reef Relief 

P-W-0014.01  Draft SEIS  1.0 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. Primary 
field investigations were to verify and supplement existing data. 

 P-W-0014.02 Launch activity 1.4 Should one of the sites in the Florida Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, no more than 12 launch events would occur in any year.  
There is no plan to establish a permanent presence should the Florida Keys be selected.  Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and 
environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and 
Final SEIS.  Depending on the specific resource, cumulative impacts may or may not be additive in nature.  For example, the utilities used by program 
activities would be fully additive, deposition of launch emissions on nearby soil would be somewhat additive, and noise events separated by a one 
month period would not be additive. 

 P-W-0014.03 Air Quality 3.1.1.2; 3.3.1.2 The most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of potential sites in the Florida Keys.  Primary field 
investigations were to verify and supplement existing data.  The Open-Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion Model is a model that calculates predicted 
depositions using worst case climatological parameters such as wind speed, humidity, and temperature.  The results of the model represent the greatest 
concentrations of emissions that could occur under any conditions. 



Table 5.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued) 
 

 
5-102 

 

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section & Page RESPONSE 

 P-W-0014.04 Air Quality-
Keys 

3.3.1.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long-term 
environmental monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a 
physical environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation 
of a launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge 
water.  Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch 
differ primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera 
is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near 
field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition 
rate of the Shuttle.  The near-field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near-field from the Hera launch would be 60 
meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a 
high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 
137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile 
launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in 
rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed 
to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to a maximum of 20 percent under normal conditions).  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow 
marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride at a rate of no 
more than 1.64g/m2  over the area of this water body would not decrease the pH more than 0.1 unit. 

 P-W-0014.05 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0014.06 Biology 3.3.3.4 The proposal would not cause a sufficient change in water oxygenation to warrant an evaluation of the baseline requirement for oxygen.  See section 
3.3.3 of the SEIS. 

 P-W-0014.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.14.4 Normal launch activities would not affect the reef ecosystem.  In the unlikely case of a launch mishap, no debris would fall on reef tracts which are 
outside the Launch Hazard Area.  Mishap debris would have incidental small scale impacts on water quality in the immediate vicinity.  This would not 
be enough to be measured after flushing through the Keys channels. 

 P-W-0014.08 Water quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 See response to Comment P-W-0014.04. 

 P-W-0014.09 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-W-0014.10 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

Henize, Dennis P-W-0015.01 Safety-Keys Appendix G The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key 
have been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the environs 
around the site.  

 P-W-0015.02 Noise-Keys 3.3.8.4 The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area. 
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 P-W-0015.03 Air Quality 3.1.1.4 

3.1.9.4 

The TSCREEN PUFF model predicts concentrations at various distances from the launch point.  For a normal launch, there were no exceedances.  For 
a launch mishap scenario, TSCREEN PUFF indicated potential exceedance beyond the Launch Hazard Area.  In that case, per Environmental 
Protection Agency guidance, using the more refined model, Open-Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion Model, indicated that there would not be 
exceedance of Occupational Safety and Health Administration occupational exposure standards or short term public emergency guide lines beyond the 
Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-W-0015.04 Safety-Keys Appendix G The Launch Hazard Area is developed to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-W-0015.05 Noise 3.1.8.4 

3.3.8.4 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible. There 
will be high maximum noise levels resulting from missile launches.  These levels will last for less than 60 seconds. 

 P-W-0015.06 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

The perceived degree of change is subjective.  To assist in the comparison of vistas, visual simulations have been provided in sections 3.1.1.3.4 and  
3.3.13.4 of the Final SEIS to illustrate potential visual impacts of  Theater Missile Defense facilities. 

 P-W-0015.07 Draft SEIS 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.3 

3.5 

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites.  Potential human health and safety impacts were 
evaluated with respect to existing Environmental Protection Agency and Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards.  Cumulative 
impacts for each project alternative and environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations section for each 
resource in chapter 3 of the Final SEIS.   

 P-W-0015.08 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

Henize, Dennis P-W-0016.01 General  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0016.02 Noise 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts on shorebird and wading bird rookeries are presented in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0016.03 Noise 3.3.8.3 See response above. 

 P-W-0016.04 Noise 3.3.8.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0016.05 Noise 3.3.8.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0016.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts on sea turtles are presented in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS.  Low pressure sodium lighting aimed away from the beach are 
proposed to  minimize potential impacts. 

 P-W-0016.07 Launch debris 3.1.3.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0016.08 Utilities 3.3.12.4 There is no plan to establish a permanent presence should the Florida Keys be selected.  Sanitary wastes would be disposed and treated off-site at 
approved wastewater treatment facilities. 

 P-W-0016.09 Utilities-Keys 3.3.12.4 Bottled water would be provided to support personnel to reduce demands on local drinking water supplies.  See section 3.3.14.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0016.10 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted; this has been corrected in section 3.3.7.3 in Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0016.11 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted; this has been corrected in section 3.3.7.3 in Final SEIS. 
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 P-W-0016.12 Launch 
emissions-AlO2 

3.1.1.3 This information has been corrected in the Final SEIS (table 3.1.1.4). 

 P-W-0016.13 Transportation 3.3.11.4 Stage 2 of the Hera missile is shipped with the Flight Termination System attached to the motor casing.  The Flight Termination System is not shipped 
with initiators attached.  Without initiators, the Flight Termination System would not detonate. 

 P-W-0016.14 Transportation 3.3.11.4 If the Flight Termination System did function, it would split the casing of the Stage 2 motor casing.  This split may initiate a fire in the mass of the 
Stage 2 propellant.  There would not be a detonation since the propellant is not configured in a pressure vessel; both ends of the motor are open in 
shipping. 

 P-W-0016.15 Transportation 3.3.11.4 See previous response. 

 P-W-0016.16 Transportation-
Keys 

3.1.9.4 Should a vehicle accident damage the booster, it is more likely to burn than explode.  The booster motors are shipped with both ends open, so any fire 
would not result in sufficient compression for an explosion or propulsion.  In fact, the propellant has less equivalent energy per mass than gasoline.  A 
gasoline truck has a greater likelihood of exploding in an traffic accident than does a missile transport truck. 

 P-W-0016.17 Safety-Keys 3.3.11.4 

3.1.9.4 

Should one of the sites in the Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, a specific emergency response plan (similar to the example in 
appendix J) would be prepared and implemented. 

Rebosio, 
Gianne T. 

P-W-0017.01 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 The most recent and reliable data concerning tourism in the Keys was compiled by a consortium that comprised National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, the Monroe County Tourist Development Council, the Nature Conservancy, the U.S. Forest Service, the Bicentennial Volunteers and 
the University of Georgia.  The study, titled Linking the Economy and Environment of Florida Keys/Florida Bay, estimated that there were 2.54 
million tourist visits made to the Keys between June 1995 and May 1996 (Visitor Profiles: Florida Keys/Key West, November 1996, Leeworthy and 
Wiley, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration). 

 P-W-0017.02 Biology 3.1.3.4 

3.2.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Sections 3.1.3.4, 3.2.3.4, and 3.3.3.4 of  the Draft SEIS address the long-term impacts to biological resources. 

 P-W-0017.03 Biology-Gulf 3.2.3.4 The short-term noise events and low hydrogen chloride deposition rates of launch activities are not sufficient to affect marine mammals. 

 P-W-0017.04 Geology and 
Soils 

3.1.5.4 

3.3.5.4 

The maximum possible near-field or far-field hydrogen chloride deposition rates for a Hera launch would not exceed the buffering capacity of the soils 
or waters in the vicinity of the launch.  Repeated launches may accumulate effects in the near-field of the Hera launch pad, causing loss of plant 
diversity and diminished buffering capacity and fertility of the soils. 

 P-W-0017.05 General 3.1.9.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0017.06 Socioeconomics 3.1.10.4 

3.3.10.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0017.07 General  The potential effects of Theater Missile Defense testing and training activities on the Gulf of Mexico are addressed in section 3.2 of the Draft SEIS. 

 P-W-0017.08 Water quality 3.1.1.4 

3.3.1.4 

The volume of hydrogen chloride emitted by the target missile in the volume of air it transits is negligible and does not contribute to acid rain. 

 P-W-0017.09 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The presence of mangroves at alternative sites in the Keys was discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Draft SEIS. 
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 P-W-0017.10 Air Quality-
Keys 

3.1.1.4 

3.2.1.4 

3.3.1.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0017.11 Program  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0017.12 Socioeconomics 3.3.10.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0017.13 Socioeconomics 3.3.10.4 Over 78 percent of the visits were made by car, less than 9 percent by air and a little over 12 percent by cruise ship.  Visitor preference for destinations 
within the Keys varied greatly.  The most popular location, by a substantial margin, was Key West, with over 55 percent of the visits being made there.  
The least popular destination was the Lower Keys, which received just under 12 percent of the total visits.  Furthermore, fewer than 5 percent of visits 
were made solely to the Lower Keys, compared to almost 40 percent of visits which were spent exclusively in Key West.  The Visitor Participation 
Survey, which is described as the most comprehensive ever conducted in the region, further emphasizes the relatively minor role that the Lower Keys 
plays in the Keys tourist economy.  The top three activities in which visitors participated were sightseeing and attractions (55 percent participation 
rate), beach activities (34 percent) and visiting museums and historical sites (33 percent).  The top rated activity in the Lower Keys was viewing 
wildlife/nature study in which 5.8 percent of all visitors to the Keys participated. 

 P-W-0017.14 General  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0017.15 General  Comment noted. 

Jones, Michael P-W-0018.01 Alternatives 1.1 As described in section 1.1 of the Draft SEIS, this document supplements the Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range EIS that evaluated four 
alternative ranges, including Eglin AFB; it analyzes new alternatives within the Eglin Gulf Test Range.   

 P-W-0018.02 Alternatives 1.0 No decision  has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1.0 explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision following the completion of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0018.03 Program 2.1.2 The discussion of detailed treaty requirements is outside the scope of the EIS.  The Department of Defense treaty compliance group determines the 
applicable treaties to missile testing.  It has been determined that short range ship and air launch of target missiles is treaty compliant. 

 P-W-0018.04 Program 2.1.2 See response above. 

 P-W-0018.05 Program 2.1.2 See response above. 

 P-W-0018.06 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites.  The analysis of the risk probabilities of each 
missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The system failure mode analysis and attendant risk 
probability calculations for each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human error possibility is considered and incorporated into the 
risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk 
analysis complies with Air Force and the Department of Defense safety policies. 

 P-W-0018.07 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 The required minimum fragment distance is 900 feet.  Air Force Manual 91.201, Explosive Safety Standards, allows for a reduction in the minimum 
fragment distance of 1250 feet when the Potential Explosion Site is located in a sparsely populated area.  The following is the reference from AFM 
91.201, Table 3.3, Column 9, Line 28, Note 60:  “ Sparsely populated locations reduce the minimum 1,250 foot fragment distance to 900 feet (270 
meters) if the PES does not exceed 11,400 pounds (5140 kilograms).  Allow no more than 25 persons in any sector bounded by the sides of a 45 degree 
angle, with the vertex at the Potential Explosion Site, and the 900 feet and 1250 feet arcs from the Potential Explosion Site. ” 



Table 5.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued) 
 

 
5-106 

 

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section & Page RESPONSE 

 P-W-0018.08 Safety Appendix G Appendix G of the Draft SEIS described the method of establishing a Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the 
available land, launch trajectory, type of missiles, and distance to populated areas or structures.  Fewer operational constraints, such as permissible 
wind conditions at the time of launch and the reaction time of the range safety officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard 
Area.  Conversely, more operational constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the 
operational constraints associated with if are established for each site to ensure the launch can safely conducted.  A Launch Hazard Area of 4.5 miles 
was never proposed for the Hera launch sites at Santa Rosa, Cape San Blas or Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys.  The 4.5 mile figure was originally 
associated with the Fort Wingate launch site.  However, even at Fort Wingate, the eventual Launch Hazard Area was significantly less than 4.5 miles 
Northeast of the launch site due to the existence of a school or residence. 

 P-W-0018.09 Launch mishap 3.1.9.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0018.10 DOPAA 2.1.2.1 Hera target missile reentry vehicles vary in configuration and mass to replicate threat reentry vehicles.  Typical reentry vehicles mass ranges from 
approximately 448 kilograms (1,650 pounds) to 884 kilograms (1,950 pounds). 

Germer, 
Suzanne 

P-W-0019.01 Alternatives-
Cudjoe 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed.  Air quality and noise impacts to humans are addressed in sections 3.3.1.4 and 3.3.8.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-W-0020.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-W-0020.02 Draft SEIS 3.3 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  Should 
either of the alternative sites in the Keys be selected, there would be further consultation with Federal and State agencies. 

 P-W-0020.03 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.3 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on Highway 1 in the Draft SEIS forecast an increase in traffic volume by 2005 (including Theater Missile 
Defense-related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the 
segments of U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times,  project traffic would exacerbate this situation. 

 P-W-0020.04 Safety -Keys 3.1.11.3 

3.3.11.3 

The ability to control the movement of missile components is important to the overall safety of the proposed Theater Missile Defense testing system.  A 
specific evacuation plan for the missile and other test-related components and non-critical  personnel would be implemented at the first notice of 
potential hurricane activity.  This would ensure that Theater Missile Defense-related evacuation movements would precede standard public evacuation 
plans and would not interfere with the planned process. 

 P-W-0020.05 Transportation 3.1.9.4 

3.3.11.4 

Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch.  Since there has never been an explosion 
involving the truck transport of missile components, the probability of an accident resulting in an explosion is much lower than the probability of an 
accident. 

 P-W-0020.06 Transportation 3.1.9.4 

3.3.11.4 

Transportation of the missile segments would involve standard freight transports and would not require a convoy.  Emergency procedures for all 
contingencies would be established through cooperative agreements with local public safety agencies. No specific fire fighting vehicles would 
accompany the shipment, although all vehicles would be equipped with standard fire suppression equipment. 

 P-W-0020.07 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.3 In preparing this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in 
the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0020.08 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.3 Traffic volumes over multiple segments of a highway can differ considerably on the basis of the origin and destination of vehicles entering and exiting 
the highway.  Section 3.3.11 of the Final SEIS notes that traffic volumes on U.S. 1 are currently at or near its design capacity. 
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 P-W-0020.09 Transportation 3.3.11.3 Missile components would normally be shipped by standard freight transport vehicles and would not involve a convoy.  Standard safety and security 
precautions would be employed where necessary to ensure that movement of emergency vehicles is not hindered. 

 P-W-0020.10 Transportation 3.3.11.3 See response above. 

 P-W-0020.11 Safety 3.3.11.3 Local law enforcement personnel would maintain order in cases of civil disobedience. 

 P-W-0020.12 Draft SEIS   Comment noted. 

Musselman, 
David 

P-W-0021.01 Draft SEIS   Since an environmental impact analysis is a prediction of potential program impacts should one or more of its alternatives be implemented, it is 
traditional to use the conditional tense to describe possible future outcomes. 

 P-W-0021.02 launch effects  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0021.03 Draft SEIS  3.1._.3 

3.2._.3 

3.3._.3 

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  A list of 
available mitigations to avoid or minimize potential environmental impacts has been included at the end of each resource evaluation in chapter 3 of the 
Final SEIS.   

 P-W-0021.04 Draft SEIS   Comment noted. 

 P-W-0021.05 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-W-0021.06 General 3.1.9.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0021.07 Water Quality 3.3.14.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition  rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle. 

 P-W-0021.08 Water Quality 3.3.14.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center found that fish kill was a direct result of acidification of shallow surface waters resulting from 
deposition of up to 1,700 kilograms of hydrogen chloride on the surface layer of a lagoon in the immediate vicinity of the launch pad.  This deposition 
resulted in pH reduction of 6 to 7 points.  By comparison a normal Hera launch would deposition hydrogen chloride at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2  

over near-field water bodies and  would decrease the pH by less than 0.1 units.  As a result, only incidental fish mortality would be expected.  No fish 
species would be jeopardized by the Theater Missile Defense test program.    

 P-W-0021.09 Air Quality 3.3.14.3 The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited 
in the vicinity of the launch pad.  The remaining hydrogen chloride could be deposited in the far-field.  Far-field deposition is sufficiently dispersed 
and variable from launch to launch that successive launches seldom affect the same areas.  The most recent and available data was used to characterize 
the existing environments of potential sites in the Florida Keys.  Primary field investigations were to verify and supplement existing data.  The Open-
Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion Model is a model that calculates predicted depositions using worst case climatological parameters such as wind 
speed, humidity and  temperature.  The results of the model represent the greatest concentrations of emissions that could occur under any conditions. 
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 P-W-0021.10 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition  rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle. Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease  pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with no long-term elevation. 

 P-W-0021.11 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Potable water is supplied to the Florida Keys by the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority.  Fresh water impoundments are recognized as important to local 
wildlife. 

 P-W-0021.12 Launch mishap 3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Ammonium perchlorate would only be introduced into the Gulf of Mexico in the unlikely event of a launch mishap.  The slow process of hydration 
would continue until the material was completely saturated.  These quantities of ammonium perchlorate distributed over a wide area of the Gulf would 
not be considered toxic to the environment.  

 P-W-0021.13 Noise 3.3.8.4 See section 3.3.8.4 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0021.14 Noise 3.3.3.3 See section 3.3.8.4 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0021.15 Noise 3.3.8.3 The AICUZ study was developed by the Naval Air Station, Key West to evaluate their noise environment, not that of Cudjoe Key.  See section 3.3.8.3 
in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0021.16 General 3.3.12.4 There is no plan to establish a permanent presence should the Florida Keys be selected. 

 P-W-0021.17 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 This has been corrected in section 3.3.7.3 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0021.18 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 This has been corrected in section 3.3.7.3 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0021.19 Safety-Keys Appendix J Should one of the sites in the Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, a specific emergency response plan (similar to the example in 
appendix J) would be prepared and implemented. 

 P-W-0021.20 Safety-Keys  Should the Keys be selected, MOAs with local officials on how to handle these situations would be developed.  Appropriate officials would be 
consulted. 

 P-W-0021.21 Safety-  Comment noted. 

James J. Slack, 
South Florida 
Field Office, 
Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

P-W-0022.00 Draft SEIS  This letter was submitted prior to release of the Draft SEIS.  All comments were incorporated into the Draft SEIS prior to its release. 

 P-W-0022.01 Draft SEIS   In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  Should 
either of the alternative sites in the Keys be selected, there would  be further consultation with Federal and State agencies. 

 P-W-0022.02 Biology 3.1.3.4 Comment noted. 
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 P-W-0022.03 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.04 Biology-Keys 2.1.3 

3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts on shorebird and wading bird rookeries are presented in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0022.06 Draft SEIS 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations will be documented in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, describing the specific 
measures, will be developed and implemented prior to beginning site preparation and test activities. 

 P-W-0022.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The conservation land uses including the refuges that you mention are a critical part of the resource management program for the Florida Keys.  The 
alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 
military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges.  
New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with appropriate Federal and state resource agencies. 

 P-W-0022.08 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 

3.3.7.3 

Military activities associated with Theater Missile Defense site preparation and test preparation on military land would have minimal effect on the 
wilderness area.  The missile launch would be intrusive, but of short duration, no more than once a month. 

 P-W-0022.09 Land use-Keys  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.10 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.11 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.12 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.13 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.4 Low pressure sodium lighting aimed away from the beach are proposed to minimize potential impacts. 

 P-W-0022.14 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.15 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.16 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.17 Biology 3.1.3.3  

3.3.3.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.18 Biology-Eglin 3.2.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.19 Biology-Gulf 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 
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 P-W-0022.20 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.21 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.22 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.23 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.24 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.25 Biology-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.26 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 

3.3.7.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.27 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3.2 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.28 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.29 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3.2 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.30 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3.2 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.31 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.32 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 See response above. 

 P-W-0022.33 Land Use-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.34 Biology-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.35 Land Use-Keys 3.3.3.3.1 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.36 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3.1 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.37 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.2 

3.3.13.2 

The Forest Service’s methodology provides a basis to compare visual setting before and after any modification or addition.  The perceived degree of 
change is subjective.  To assist in the comparison of vistas, visual simulations have been provided in sections 3.1.13.4 and 3.3.13.4 of the Final SEIS to 
illustrate potential visual impacts of Theater Missile Defense facilities. 

 P-W-0022.38 General  This acronym refers to the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission. 

 P-W-0022.39 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0022.40 Draft SEIS 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations will be documented in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, describing the specific 
measures, will be developed and implemented prior to beginning site preparation and test activities. 
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 P-W-0022.41 Biology-Keys 1.0 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  No decision 
has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives 
to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the Final SEIS is 
completed. 

Ron Cox P-W-0023.01 Alternatives 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

Hind, Martin S P-W-0024.01 General  Comment noted. 

Hare, James N. P-W-0025.01 General  Shipped 17 March 1998. 

unsigned P-W-0026.01 Alternatives 2.1.1.2.2  Launch of missiles that can be defined as ICBMs from a fixed platform are prohibited by treaty.  

 P-W-0026.02 Program 1.4 If a target launch site in the Keys is chosen, no more than 12 launches would be scheduled in any year; however, there would probably less. 

 P-W-0026.03 Air Quality-
Keys 

3.1.1.3 

3.3.1.3  

The prevailing winds have historically averaged 2 meters per second (7 feet per second) in a southeasterly direction in the summer and 4 meters per 
second (12 feet per second) in a northeasterly direction in the winter in the Florida Keys.  These conditions were used in the calculations of exhaust 
depositions.  The concentration of emissions would be far below permissible health levels by the time wind borne pollution reached residential areas. 

 P-W-0026.04 Water Quality-
Saddlebunch 

3.3.1.4 

3.3.14.4 

Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, 
water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly even with low flow and mixing. 

 P-W-0026.05 Alternatives 2.3 Section 2.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS presents the range of site alternatives that were originally evaluated for the Theater Missile Defense program.  
Specific factors that eliminated these alternatives from further consideration are summarized.  

Drake, Susan P-W-0027.01 Biology-Keys  Comment noted. 

Mc Arthur, Phil 
and Jane 

P-W-0028.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

3.3.10.3 It is not proposed to conduct war games from the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0028.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

unsigned P-W-0029.01 Land use-Keys  It is not proposed to launch anti-ballistic missiles from the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0029.02 Program  Comment noted. 

unsigned P-W-0030.01 Program  Comment noted. 

Blazevic, R. L.  P-W-0031.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Magill, Mary P-W-0032.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 Comment noted. 

Hendricks, 
M.E. 

P-W-0033.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted.  
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Gerbnacht, 
Helen 

P-W-0034.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0034.02 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0034.03 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

illegible P-W-0035.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

Canneto, Frank 
Pipeline 
Company 

P-W-0036.01 Draft SEIS  Shipped 18 March 1998. 

Richardson, 
Drew  
Professional 
Association of 
Diving 
Instructors 

P-W-0037.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0037.02 Alternatives 1.0 No decision  has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1.0 explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision following the completion of the Final SEIS.    

Martin, Terence 
N. Office of 
Environmental 
Policy and 
Compliance, 
U.S. Dept. of 
the Interior 

P-W-0038.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Deut, Jane  P-W-0039.01 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related vehicles) 
of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be 
operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation. 

 P-W-0039.02 Safety 3.3.11.4 Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 

 P-W-0039.03 Biology-Keys  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary 
role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of the public. This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and 
procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  
Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 

Wright, Bruce  P-W-0040.01 Program  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0040.02 Draft SEIS   Comment noted. 
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Golden, Jim P-W-0041.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Poole, Samuel 
E. III, South 
Florida Water 
Management 
District 

P-W-0042.01 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0042.02 Land Use-Keys Appendix N Once a decision is made on which sites or sites would be included in the Theater Missile Defense test program, an Environmental Resource Permit 
would be obtained from either the Florida Department of Environmental Protection or the South Florida.  

 P-W-0042.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3 The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected 
by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination 
with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and 
design process.  Additional mitigations for wetlands have been included in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0042.04 Draft SEIS 3.3.3 Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations 
section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and Final SEIS.   

 P-W-0042.05 Biology-Keys 3.1.3 

3.3.3 

See response P-W-0042.03 above. 

 P-W-0042.06 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.1.14 

3.3.14 

The OFW status of the waters surrounding the Keys is recognized in the Draft SEIS.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of 
no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease  pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with 
no long-term elevation. 

 P-W-0042.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7 As described in the Draft SEIS, the Launch Hazard Area for the alternative target launch sites on the Keys does overlap the Florida Keys National 
Marine Sanctuary; about 4.3 percent of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is in the Cudjoe Key Launch Hazard Area and 1.6 percent of the 
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is in the Launch Hazard Area for the Saddlebunch Keys (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military 
uses in the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary are permitted but would require specific consultation.  This consultation would require that any 
proposed action be designed and implemented so that potential impacts to any habitat or species be 1) avoided to the extent possible, 2) minimized 
when avoidance is not possible, and 3) mitigated to compensate for potential long-term adverse effects. 

 P-W-0042.08 Biology 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0042.09 Geology & 
Soils-Keys 

3.1.5.4 

3.3.5.4 

Aluminum oxide and hydrogen chloride are bound in the solid rocket motor binder matrix, polybutadiene rubber.  This material has the consistency of 
rubber, and will not spill on site. Aluminum oxide and hydrogen chloride are combustion products and will be deposited on the ground and water in 
low rates after a launch.  This is addressed in the air quality section, the geology and soils section and the water section of the Draft SEIS. 
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 P-W-0042.10 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a 
launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  
Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ 
primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 
13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near 
field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition 
rate of the Shuttle.  The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 
meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a 
high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 
137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile 
launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in 
rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed 
to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions).  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow 
marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-W-0042.11 Water Quality 3.1.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

It is recognized that the small increases in impervious surfaces required for program facilities could increase nonpoint source pollution.  Final design 
planning and engineering will minimize the creation of new impervious surfaces and will establish procedures systems to minimize untreated surface 
runoff from program-related sites. 

 P-W-0042.12 Land use-Keys  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0042.13 Land use-Keys  Comment noted. 

Causey,  Billy 
D. Florida Keys 
National Marine 
Sanctuary 
Program 

P-W-0043.01 Land use-Keys 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-W-0043.02 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The Launch Hazard Area for the alternative target launch sites on the Keys does overlap the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary; about 4.3 
percent of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is in the Cudjoe Key Launch Hazard Area and 1.6 percent of the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary is in the Launch Hazard Area for the Saddlebunch Keys (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in the Florida Keys 
National Marine Sanctuary are permitted but would require specific consultation. The disruption of a normal test event would consist of a loud noise 
(similar to the takeoff of a commercial jet aircraft) no more than once a month.  Should either of these sites be selected, consultation with Federal and 
state resource agencies would establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas. Consultation with the Director of 
the National Marine Sanctuary began early in the planning process for the Theater Missile Defense testing program and is ongoing. 
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 P-W-0043.03 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a 
launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  
Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ 
primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 
13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near 
field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition 
rate of the Shuttle.  The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 
meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a 
high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 
137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile 
launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in 
rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed 
to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions).  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow 
marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-W-0043.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential disturbance of marine waterfowl is addressed in section 3.3.3.4 in the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0043.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 All patrol activity required for the Theater Missile Defense test program would be provided by the U.S. Coast Guard and Florida Marine Patrol who are 
familiar with navigation along the coast and the administration of coastal regulations. 

 P-W-0043.06 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Comment noted. 

Wheeler, Kathy P-W-0044.01 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4.1, 
3.3.11.4.2 

In the SEIS, the evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-
related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of 
U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  There are no plans to close 
Highway 1. 

 P-W-0044.02 Biology-Keys 3.3.7.4 In the SEIS the evaluation of potential impacts to wildlife and sensitive habitats concludes that the risk of disturbance or harm to these resources is 
extremely small.  Hazardous waste management plans, spill prevention plans, and spill recovery procedures have been established to minimize the 
probability of spills and to assure quick and thorough clean-up should a spill ever occur.  The likelihood of a launch mishap is very remote, and the 
safety procedures that been put in place would minimize any potential damage to these protected areas. 

 P-W-0044.03 Safety-Keys Appendix G The schools are outside the proposed Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the available land launch trajectory 
type of missiles and distance to populated areas or structures.  Less operational constraints, such as permissible wind conditions at the time of launch 
and the reaction time of the range safety officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard Area.  Conversely, more operational 
constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the operational constraints associated with 
it are established for each site to ensure the launch can safely conducted.   

 P-W-0044.04 Noise 3.3.8.4 Comment noted. 

Marple, Richie 
Anne 

P-W-0045.01 Draft SEIS 1.0 The Navy is a cooperating agency for this SEIS.  The Navy’s possible participation in proposed Theater Missile Defense testing in the Eglin Gulf Test 
Range and the potential environmental impacts of this participation have been evaluated in the Draft and Final SEIS.   

 P-W-0045.02 Draft SEIS  Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations 
section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 
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 P-W-0045.03 Program 1.4 The maximum Theater Missile Defense program requirement would involve up to 24 testing and/or training activities occurring in the Eglin Gulf Test 
Range during each year.  Multiple interceptor testing (2 per target) could require that up to 48 interceptor missiles be launched each year.  See sections 
1.4 and  2.1 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0045.04 Transportation-
Santa Rosa 

3.1.11.4 

3.2.11.4 

Highway 98 does not fall in the proposed Launch Hazard Area.  The Intracoastal Waterway would be closed for periods up to 4 hours per test event, no 
more often than 24 times per year. 

 P-W-0045.05 Land use-Eglin 3.1.7 Site A.15 is located in Santa Rosa County. 

 P-W-0045.06 Air Quality 3.1.1.4.1 Site A-15 air quality impacts are described in section 3.1.1.4.1. 

 P-W-0045.07 Airspace 3.3.2.4 The proposed action is for 24 test events per year requiring clearance of airspace for no more than 4 hours per test event. 

 P-W-0045.08 Land use-Eglin 3.1.7.3.1 Section 3.1.7.3.1 of the Draft SEIS describes the two parcels of Air Force land on Santa Rosa Island.  These two are not open to the public.  Site A-15 
is on the western parcel.   

 P-W-0045.09 Transportation-
Santa Rosa 

3.1.11.4.1 Access over the Navarre Bridge is not proposed.  Access would be through Ft. Walton Beach. 

 P-W-0045.10 Safety-Santa 
Rosa 

3.1.12.4.1 There is a fire station onsite and water to provide adequate fire fighting capability. 

 P-W-0045.11 Socioeconomics 3.2.10.4 The socioeconomic effects of the proposal are addressed in sections 3.1.10.4, 3.2.10.4, and 3.3.10.4 of the Draft SEIS.  Economic dislocation of 
commercial fisheries is estimated to be less than 1 percent per year. 

 P-W-0045.12 Transportation-
Santa Rosa 

3.2.11.4 Section 3.2.11.4 of the Draft SEIS addresses the impacts of Theater Missile Defense testing on maritime traffic within the Gulf of Mexico.  Pensacola 
is not in the list of top ten shipping volume ports, but is displayed in figure 3.2.11-1 with 1.6 million tons per year. 

 P-W-0045.13 Transportation 3.2.11.4 The Launch Hazard Area would be cleared for no more than 4 hours at one time.  Roads within the proposed Launch Hazard Area would be closed for 
no more than 4 hours, likely much less. 

 P-W-0045.14 Safety 3.1.9.4 In accordance with current Air Force operational agreements with the local fire departments, training would be provided if needed. 

 P-W-0045.15 Draft SEIS 1.0 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.   

 P-W-0045.16 Alternatives 2.1.1.2.2 The  platform launch alternative is in the other categories considered category just like the Florida Keys.  

 P-W-0045.17 Socioeconomics 3.1.10.4 

3.3.10.4 

The Theater Missile Defense test program would not generate additional demand for public services provided by local governments and resulting fiscal 
impacts would be minimal.  Memoranda of Agreement would be reached with local governments describing the support. 

Halloran, 
George 

P-W-0046.01 Biology-Keys 3.2.3.4 
3.3.3.4 

The potential impacts to marine animals are addressed in sections 3.2.3.4 and 3.3.3.4. 

 P-W-0046.02 Noise 3.1.8.4 
3.3.8.4 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible. There 
will be high maximum noise levels resulting from missile launches.  These levels will last for less than 60 seconds. 

 P-W-0046.03 Land use-Keys  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0046.04 Draft SEIS  5.0 Comment noted. 
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 P-W-0046.05 Alternatives 1.0 The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, 
explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-W-0046.06 Land use-Keys 1.0 Comment noted. 

No Name P-W-0047.01 Program  Comment noted. 
Whitfield, Estus 
D., 
Environmental 
Policy/Commun
ity and 
Economic 
Development 
Unit, Office of 
the Governor, 
State of Florida  

P-W-0048.01 Land use-Keys 3.0 Thank you for the DSEIS comments provided in your letter dated 31 March 1998.  We greatly appreciate the time you and your staff have spent in 
reviewing and commenting on the DSEIS.  We will continue to coordinate with your office during development of the Final SEIS, anticipated for 
release in August 1998.  We recognize the area’s designation as an “area of critical state concern” and have designed the proposal to avoid or minimize 
potential environmental impacts. 
 

 P-W-0048.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed.  As you are aware, the Florida Keys sites are no longer under consideration as part of the preferred alternative.  If future 
requirements indicate a need to further address potential use of either Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys, additional Federal and state agency consultation 
and a supplemental biological assessment will be accomplished for those specific areas.  This Biological Assessment would be fully coordinated with 
all appropriate resource agencies and would incorporate site-specific mitigations developed in cooperation during the consultation process. 

 P-W-0048.03 Draft SEIS  All comments prepared by state agencies will be carefully will be considered in the decision process for the Theater Missile Defense test program.. 
 P-W-0048.04 Cultural-Cape 

San Blas 
3.1.4.4 Coordination with the Florida State Historic Preservation Office has continued throughout the environmental assessment process for the Theater 

Missile Defense testing program.  A determination of National Register of Historic Places eligibility for any site selected in the Record of Decision 
would be conducted prior to any site preparation and flight test activity.  Specific mitigations for the lighthouse on Cape San Blas have been included 
in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS. 

Griffin, Lynn,  
Office of 
Intergovernmen
tal Programs, 
Florida 
Department of 
Environmental 
Protection 

P-W-0049.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

3.1.3.4 
3.3.3.4 

No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed.  Land use and water impacts are addressed in sections 3.3.7.4 and 3.3.1.4.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS.   

 P-W-0049.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0049.03 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7. Comment noted. 
 P-W-0049.04 Land Use-Keys 3.3.3.4 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 

environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 
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 P-W-0049.05 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition  rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle. Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly.  The potential impacts of launch emission on marine resources are addressed in sections 3.1.3.4, 3.2.3.4, 
and 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS.  Potential ecological impacts of a launch mishap are presented in section 3.1.9, 3.2.9, and 3.3.9. 

 P-W-0049.06 Draft SEIS   Preliminary review documents that were prepared prior to the release of the Draft SEIS were work-in-progress documents for internal review.  The 
information and conclusions presented in these earlier documents were preliminary and did not reflect the full data and analysis included in the Draft 
SEIS. 

 P-W-0049.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.7.4 
3.3.3.3 

The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated 
for military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges 
(see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with appropriate Federal 
and state resource agencies. See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.3 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific 
mitigations will be documented in the Record of Decision.  A  mitigation plan, describing the specific measures, will be developed and implemented 
prior to beginning site preparation and test activities. 

 P-W-0049.08 Land Use-Keys 3.1.14.4 
3.3.14.4 

All patrol activity required for the Theater Missile Defense test program would be provided by the U.S. Coast Guard and Florida Marine Patrol who are 
familiar with navigation along the coast and the regulations that apply to the area. 

 P-W-0049.09 Land use-Keys Appendix N Once a decision is made on which sites or sites would be included in the Theater Missile Defense test program, the appropriate permit applications will 
be made.  

 P-W-0049.10 Water quality 
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Deposition of aluminum oxide and hydrogen chloride during normal launch activities is addressed in sections 3.1.1.4.4, 3.2.1.4.4, and 3.3.1.4.4.  Both 
of these chemicals are bound into a solid rocket motor fuel matrix of polybutadiene rubber binder and could not spill. The handling, transportation, 
storage, use and disposal of  hazardous materials or wastes required for the Theater Missile Defense test program would be in accordance with the 
Department of Defense, Air Force, and Navy regulations and instructions.  The life cycle control and management of all toxic and hazardous 
substances ensures that they are not enter pathways to human or ecological exposure. 

 P-W-0049.11 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0049.12 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 A letter from the Florida Department of Community Affairs dated April 13, 1998 stated “implementation of any alternative which includes land 
launches from the Florida Keys would be inconsistent with the FCMP.”  

Percy,  George 
W. Division of 
Historical 
Resources, 
Florida Dept. of 
State 

P-W-0050.01 Cultural-Cape 
San Blas 

3.1.4.4 Noise-induced vibration could cause significant impacts.  However, as no definitive studies exist on such impacts, a conclusive statement as to the 
exact effects is impossible.  Noise-induced vibration could adversely affect the lighthouse lens.  Specific mitigations for the lighthouse on Cape San 
Blas have been included in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS.  Relocation is proposed as an option to avoid possible impacts.  If mutually acceptable 
mitigations are included in the document to protect the lens in place, adverse effects may be avoidable.  Suggest that the lens be removed only for the 
duration of the testing program. 

 P-W-0050.02 Cultural-Eglin 3.1.4.4 Potential impacts to historic resources on Cudjoe Key and Santa Rosa Island are addressed programmatically in the text of the SEIS.  As the eligibility 
of these resources is unknown, the document does not attempt to determine specific impacts.  However, the document states that should launch options 
that require alteration of these resources be chosen, a determination of eligibility would be conducted and appropriate mitigations developed in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office. 

 P-W-0050.03 Cultural 3.1.4.4 Comment noted. 
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 P-W-0050.04 Cultural-Eglin 3.1.4.4 This statement has been modified in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0050.05 Cultural-Eglin 3.1.4.4 This statement has been modified in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0050.06 Cultural 3.1.4.3 This statement is in reference to the removal of archaeological material from its original context.  A distinction between historic structures and 
archaeological sites has been included in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0050.07 Cultural-Eglin 3.1.4.4 This statement has been modified in sections 3.1.4.4,  3.3.4.4 and 3.5 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0050.08 Cultural-Eglin 3.5 This statement has been deleted from section 3.5 of the Final SEIS. 
Marine 
Fisheries 
Commission 

P-W-0051.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Cairns,  Duncan 
J., North West 
Florida Water 
Management 
District 

P-W-0052.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Hulsey, John, 
South Florida 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 

P-W-0053.01   The Draft SEIS was not a permit application. 

 P-W-0053.02 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The planning and siting process for the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program in the Eglin Gulf Test Range considered many factors in 
identifying alternative sites including mission requirements, environmental conservation, human and ecological health and land use compatibility.  The 
alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 
military use.  New military uses in these areas are permitted. Should either of these sites be selected, consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies would establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas.    

 P-W-0053.03 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 When a decision is made selecting one or more alternative sites for Theater Missile Defense testing, consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies will establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas. These mitigations will be documented in the 
Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, incorporating specific measures, will be developed and implemented prior to initiation of site preparation and 
test activities. See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.3 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations. 

 P-W-0053.04 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 See previous response. 
West Florida 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 

P-W-0054.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Apalachee 
Regional 
Planning 
Council 

P-W-0055.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Gulf County P-W-0056.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
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Thorpe, Paul 
Northwest 
Florida Water 
Management 
District 

P-W-0057.01 Water quality-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0057.02 Water quality-
Eglin 

3.1.14.4 Normal launch activities would not result in appreciable adverse impacts to water quality in the Gulf of Mexico.  Should a launch mishap occur, efforts 
would be made to recover the debris and propellant. 

 P-W-0057.03 Biology-Eglin 3.3.3.4 The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected 
by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination 
with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and 
design process. 

 P-W-0057.04 Water quality 3.3.14.4 It is recognized that the small increases in impervious surfaces required for program facilities could increase nonpoint source pollution.  If either of 
these sites is selected, final design planning and engineering will minimize the creation of new impervious surfaces and will establish procedures 
systems to minimize untreated surface runoff from program-related sites. 
 

Simonds, Lois  P-W-0058.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

McGee, 
William Cape 
San Blas 
Taxpayers 
Association 

P-W-0059.01 Alternative-Cape 
San Blas 

1.1 As described in section 1.1 of the Draft SEIS, this document supplements the Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range EIS that evaluated four 
alternative ranges, including Eglin AFB; it analyzes new alternatives within the Eglin Gulf Test Range. 

 P-W-0059.02 Water quality-
Eglin 

3.1.3.4 
3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0059.03 Socioeconomics-
Cape San Blas 

3.3.10.4 The real estate values within an area are directly related to the levels of income and employment that occur within the area.  Socioeconomic impact 
studies that have been prepared by the Air Force over the past decade have shown that  housing values and military programs are generally positively 
related.  The areas near Eglin AFB and Vandenberg AFB, which are both installations where missile testing occurs, have experienced generally stable 
and appreciating property values. The only negative changes in housing values that have been recorded resulted from mission reductions and base 
closures that have occurred.  Since the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program would not have an appreciable effect on income or employment 
levels at any of the alternative test sites, no related changes in property or housing value would be expected. 

 P-W-0059.04 Biology-Eglin 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-
jurisdictional wetlands affected by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers in coordination with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined 
during the final planning and design process. 

 P-W-0059.05 Cultural-Eglin 1.0 Coordination with the Florida State Historic Preservation Office has continued throughout the environmental assessment process for the Theater 
Missile Defense testing program.  A determination of National Register of Historic Places eligibility for any site selected in the Record of Decision 
would be conducted prior to any site preparation and flight test activity.  Specific mitigations for the lighthouse on Cape San Blas have been included 
in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS 

 P-W-0059.06 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 The Theater Missile Defense test program would not generate appreciable additional demand for public services provided by local governments and 
resulting fiscal impacts would be minimal. 
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Freeman, 
Shirley 
Commissioner, 
County of 
Monroe 

P-W-0060.01 Draft SEIS  Responses to comments made during the public hearing are included in Volume 2 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0060.02 Water quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition  rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle. Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly.  Potential impacts of launch mishaps, including the effects of unburned solid rocket propellant is 
presented in section 3.1.9.4 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0060.03 Safety Appendix G Appendix G of the SEIS describes  the method of establishing a Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the 
available land launch trajectory type of missiles and distance to populated areas or structures.  Less operational constraints, such as permissible wind 
conditions at the time of launch and the reaction time of the range safety officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard Area.  
Conversely, more operational constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the 
operational constraints associated with if are established for each site to ensure the launch can safely conducted.  A Launch Hazard Area of 4.5 miles 
was never proposed for the Hera launch sites at Santa Rosa Island, Cape San Blas or Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys.  The 4.5 mile figure was originally 
associated with the Fort Wingate launch site.  However, even at Fort Wingate, the eventual Launch Hazard Area was significantly less than 4.5 miles 
Northeast of the launch site due to the existence of a school or residence. 

 P-W-0060.04 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Transportation of the missile segments would involve standard freight transports and would not require a convoy.  Emergency procedures for all 
contingencies would be established through cooperative agreements with local public safety agencies. No specific fire fighting vehicles would 
accompany the shipment, although all vehicles would be equipped with standard fire suppression equipment.  The evaluation of potential traffic 
impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak 
day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design 
capacity during peak times,  project traffic would exacerbate this situation. 

 P-W-0060.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the 
most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-W-0060.06 Noise 3.1.8.4 
3.3.8.4 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible.  See 
section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS for additional discussion of potential noise impacts. 

 P-W-0060.07 Socioeconomics 3.1.10.4 
3.3.10.4 

The real estate values within an area are directly related to the levels of income and employment that occur within the area.  Socioeconomic impact 
studies that have been prepared by the Air Force over the past decade have shown that housing values and military programs are generally positively 
related.  The areas near Eglin AFB and Vandenberg AFB, which are both installations where missile testing occurs, have experienced generally stable 
and appreciating property values. The only negative changes in housing values that have been recorded resulted from mission reductions and base 
closures that have occurred.  Since the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program would not have an appreciable effect on income or employment 
levels at any of the alternative test sites, no related changes in property or housing value would be expected. 

Probert, Daniel 
P.E. 

P-W-0061.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0061.02 Alternatives 2.1.2.1.2, 
2.2.2.1.3 

Sections 2.1.2.1.2 and 2.2.2.1.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS describes the mobile sea-launched target.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires 
the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in 
making the final decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-W-0061.03 Alternatives 2.1.2.1.2, 
2.2.2.1.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0061.04 Alternatives 2.1 Comment noted  



Table 5.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued) 
 

 
5-122 

 

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section & Page RESPONSE 

 P-W-0061.05 Alternatives 2.1 Comment noted.  
 P-W-0061.06 Alternatives 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 

alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

Moody, Richard P-W-0062.01 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 The real estate values within an area are directly related to the levels of income and employment that occur within the area.  Socioeconomic impact 
studies that have been prepared by the Air Force over the past decade have shown that housing values and military programs are generally positively 
related.  The areas near Eglin AFB and Vandenberg AFB, which are both installations where missile testing occurs, have experienced generally stable 
and appreciating property values. The only negative changes in housing values that have been recorded resulted from mission reductions and base 
closures that have occurred.  Since the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program would not have an appreciable effect on income or employment 
levels at any of the alternative test sites, no related changes in property or housing value would be expected. 

 P-W-0062.02 General 3.3.10.4 Comment noted. 
 P-W-0062.03 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 There are no plans for a Theater Missile Defense permanent party presence in Monroe County. 
 P-W-0062.04 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 The real estate values within an area are directly related to the levels of income and employment that occur within the area.  Socioeconomic impact 

studies that have been prepared by the Air Force over the past decade have shown that housing values and military programs are generally positively 
related.  The areas near Eglin AFB and Vandenberg AFB, which are both installations where missile testing occurs, have experienced generally stable 
and appreciating property values. The only negative changes in housing values that have been recorded resulted from mission reductions and base 
closures that have occurred.  Since the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program would not have an appreciable effect on income or employment 
levels at any of the alternative test sites, no related changes in property or housing value would be expected. 

 P-W-0062.05 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 See previous response. 
 P-W-0062.06 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 See previous response. 
 P-W-0062.07 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 See previous response. 
 P-W-0062.08 Socioeconomic 3.3.10.4 See previous response. 
Hanley, Mari P-W-0063.01 Alternatives-

Keys 
 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0063.02 Program 1.4 
2.1 

The maximum Theater Missile Defense program requirement would involve up to 24 testing and/or training activities occurring in the Eglin Gulf Test 
Range during each year.  There are no more than 12 target missile launches per year proposed from the Florida Keys alternative site. 

 P-W-0063.03 Draft SEIS 3.1._.4 
3.2._.4 
3.4._.4 

Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations 
section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Depending on the specific resource, cumulative impacts may or may not be additive 
in nature.  For example, the utilities used by program activities would be fully additive, deposition of launch emissions on nearby soil would be 
somewhat additive, and noise events separated by a one month period would not be additive. 

 P-W-0063.04 Biology 3.2.1.4 
3.3.1.4.4 

In the SEIS the evaluation of potential impacts to wildlife and sensitive habitats concludes that the risk of disturbance or harm to these resources is 
extremely small.  Hazardous waste management plans, spill prevention plans, and spill recovery procedures have been established to minimize the 
probability of spills and to assure quick and thorough clean-up should a spill ever occur.  The likelihood of a launch mishap is very remote and the 
safety procedures that have been put in place would minimize any potential damage to these protected areas. 

 P-W-0063.05 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-W-0063.06 Socioeconomics 

 
3.1.10.4 
3.3.14.4 

Comment noted.  

Couvillion, 
Keith J. Texaco 
Exploration and 
Production, Inc 

P-W-0064.01 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

1.0 No decision  has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1 explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision following the completion of the Final SEIS.   In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes 
sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and, to assist in the 
decision making process. 
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 P-W-0064.02 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

3.2.7.4 It is uncertain where and when oil and gas exploration facilities would be constructed in the areas of the Gulf of Mexico potentially affected by the 
Theater Missile Defense test program.  Any evaluation of potential impacts would be speculative.  Prior to the siting of such oil and gas facilities, 
appropriate environmental documentation for these projects would need evaluate all environmental issues including the presence of Theater Missile 
Defense and other military test program in the Gulf. 

 P-W-0064.03 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

3.2.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0064.04 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

3.2.7.4 A Memorandum of Agreement will be developed with the Mineral Management Service to accommodate Theater Missile Defense testing in the 
Expanded Eglin Gulf Teat Range.  Procedures for scheduling, notification, clearance and mitigation for Theater Missile Defense launch activities will 
be developed in cooperation with Minerals Management Service and other Federal resource agencies. 

 P-W-0064.05 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

3.2.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0064.06 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

3.2.7.4 A Memorandum of Agreement will be developed with the Mineral Management Service to accommodate Theater Missile Defense testing in the 
Expanded Eglin Gulf Teat Range.  Procedures for scheduling, notification, clearance and mitigation for Theater Missile Defense launch activities will 
be developed in cooperation with Minerals Management Service and other Federal resource agencies.  These issues would be considered in the 
planning for these oil facilities in the Gulf.  It is assumed that Air Force test activities would be considered the Mineral Management Service.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act documentation. 

 P-W-0064.07 Land and Water 
Use-Gulf 

3.2.7.4 No decision  has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1 explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision following the completion of the Final SEIS.   In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes 
sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and, to assist in the 
decision making process. 

Mueller, Heinz 
J. Chief,   
Office of 
Environmental 
Assessment, 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency, Region 
4 

P-W-0065.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0065.02 Draft SEIS  This Final SEIS is the completed NEPA documentation. 

 P-W-0065.03 Air Quality 3.2.1.4 The Final SEIS does propose air quality monitoring as part of an overall mitigation program. 

 P-W-0065.04 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0065.05 Land & Water 
Use, Airspace 

 Appropriate planning and notification would minimize potential delays to shipping and commercial air traffic. 

 P-W-0065.06 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0065.07 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0065.08 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
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 P-W-0065.09 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0065.09 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0065.10 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

Lee, James H. 
Office of 
Environmental 
Policy and 
Compliance, 
U.S. Dept. of 
the Interior 

P-W-0066.01 Biology 3.1.3 

3.3.3 

The sand habitat in which sea turtle nests are generally located would normally attenuate the brief vibration caused by the low-frequency sound 
pressure of a target launch.  No known effects on embryos and hatchlings would be expected to result from launch test vibration.  Data from the 
launches at Kennedy Space Center has been incorporated in sections 3.1.3 and 3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0066.02 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.4 Section 3.1.3.4 of the SEIS addresses these issues. 

 P-W-0066.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts to listed species at alternative sites in the Florida Keys are discussed in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0066.04 Biology 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.4 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations will be 
documented in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, describing the specific measures, will be developed and implemented prior to beginning site 
preparation and test activities. 

 P-W-0066.05 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.06 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.07 Environment-
Eglin 

3.1.3.4 Eglin AFB has an active natural and cultural resources management program, including monitoring programs for sea turtles. 

 P-W-0066.08 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.4 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations will be 
documented in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, describing the specific measures, will be developed and implemented prior to beginning site 
preparation and test activities. 

 P-W-0066.09 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 A Memorandum of Agreement will be developed with the Minerals Management Service to accommodate Theater Missile Defense testing in the Eglin 
Gulf Teat Range.  Procedures for scheduling, notification, clearance and mitigation for Theater Missile Defense launch activities will be developed in 
cooperation with Minerals Management Service and other Federal resource agencies. 

 P-W-0066.10 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 The maximum Theater Missile Defense program requirement would involve up to 24 testing and/or training activities occurring in the Eglin Gulf Test 
Range during each year.  Multiple interceptor testing (2 per target) could require that up to 48 interceptor missiles be launched each year.  See sections 
1.4 and  2.1 of the Final SEIS.  The potential for 55 tests in 1999 includes testing at all ranges including White Sands Missile Range, WMR, and KMR. 
A Memorandum of Agreement will be developed with the Minerals Management Service to accommodate  Theater Missile Defense testing in the 
Expanded Eglin Gulf Teat Range.  Procedures for scheduling, notification, clearance, and mitigation for Theater Missile Defense launch activities will 
be developed in cooperation with Minerals Management Service and other Federal resource agencies. 

 P-W-0066.11 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 It is uncertain where and when oil and gas exploration facilities would be constructed in the areas of the Gulf of Mexico potentially affected by the 
Theater Missile Defense test program.  Any evaluation of potential impacts would be speculative.  Prior to the siting of such oil and gas facilities or 
initiation of exploration operations, appropriate Minerals Management Service environmental documentation for these projects would need to evaluate 
all environmental issues including the presence of Theater Missile Defense and other military test program in the Gulf. 



Table 5.1-2: Responses to Written Comments (Continued) 
 

 
5-125 

 

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Section & Page RESPONSE 

 P-W-0066.12 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.13 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.14 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.15 Biology  Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.16 Biology 3.1.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.17 Biology-Cape 
San Blas 

3.1.3.3 

3.3.3.3 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.18 Air Quality 3.2.1.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.19 Biology-Gulf 3.2.3.3. Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.20 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.21 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.22 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.3 

3.2.7.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.23 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.3 

3.2.7.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.24 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.25 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.26 Biology 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.27 Biology 3.3.3.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.28 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.3 Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.29 Land use Keys 3.3.7.4 Military and non-military Federal lands on Cudjoe Key are illustrated in figure 3.3.7.2 in the Final SEIS.  Conservation and preservation lands for the 
lower Florida Keys are presented in figure 3.3.7.4. 

 P-W-0066.30 Land use Keys 3.3.7.4 See previous response. 

 P-W-0066.31 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 This has been added to 3.4.5 
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 P-W-0066.32 Visual 
Aesthetics 

3.1.13.1 

3.3.13.1 

The Forest Service’s methodology provides a basis to compare visual setting before and after any modification or addition.  The perceived degree of 
change is subjective.  To assist in the comparison of vistas, visual simulations have been provided in sections 3.1.1.3.4 and 3.3.13.4 of the Final SEIS 
to illustrate potential visual impacts of Theater Missile Defense facilities. 

 P-W-0066.33 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 Minerals Management Service Gulf of Mexico Region has been added to the notification list in the Final SEIS.  

 P-W-0066.34 Geology and 
Soils 

 The OCS Lands Act has been included in the List of Regulations on the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0066.35 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 The Air Drop EA is a programmatic environmental assessment and does not address specific impacts at any of the candidate Air Drop test locations. 

 P-W-0066.36 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 A Memorandum of Agreement will be developed with the Minerals Management Service to accommodate Theater Missile Defense testing in the Eglin 
Gulf Teat Range.  Procedures for scheduling, notification, clearance, and mitigation for Theater Missile Defense launch activities will be developed in 
cooperation with Minerals Management Service and other Federal resource agencies. 

 P-W-0066.37 Biology-Eglin 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-W-0066.38 Biology 3.3.3.4 Specific mitigations that would avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts have been identified in the Final SEIS for each environmental resource.  
Section 3.3.3.4 in the Final SEIS addresses proposed mitigations for biological resources.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations 
will be documented in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, describing the specific measures, will be developed and implemented prior to 
beginning site preparation and test activities.  No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental 
Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1 explains the factors that will 
be considered in making the final decision following the completion of the Final SEIS.  In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality 
guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and 
alternatives and, to assist in the decision making process. 

 P-W-0066.39 Geology and 
Soils 

3.2.7.4 Comment noted. 

Pfeiffer, Steven 
G. State of 
Florida, Dept. 
of Community 
Affairs 

P-W-0067.01 Land Use 3.3.7.4 

3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 

The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated 
for military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges 
(see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with appropriate Federal 
and state resource agencies.  See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.4 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific 
mitigations will be documented in the Record of Decision.  This mitigation plan, which would avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts on 
protected areas, would be developed and implemented prior to initiating site preparation and test activities. 

 P-W-0067.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

 In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  
Primary field investigations were to verify and supplement existing data. 

 P-W-0067.03 Water quality-
Eglin 

 Comment noted. 
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 P-W-0067.04 Cultural-Cape 
San Blas 

3.1.7.4 Coordination with the Florida State Historic Preservation Office has continued throughout the environmental assessment process for the Theater 
Missile Defense testing program.  A determination of National Register of Historic Places eligibility for any site selected in the Record of Decision 
would be conducted prior to any site preparation and flight test activity.  Specific mitigations for the lighthouse on Cape San Blas have been included 
in section 3.1.4.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0067.05 Water Quality-
Eglin 

3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition  rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle. Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease  pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with no long-term elevation.  The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize 
any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense 
testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by 
the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and design process.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific 
mitigations to avoid or minimize potential environmental impacts will be identified in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, prepared in 
consultation with Federal and state resource agencies, will be developed and implemented prior to initial site preparation and test activities.  Additional 
mitigations for wetlands have been included in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0067.06 Water quality 3.3.3.4 See response above. 

 P-W-0067.07 Water quality  Once a decision is made on which sites or sites would be included in the Theater Missile Defense test program, an Environmental Resource Permit 
would be obtained from either the Florida Department of Environmental Protection or the South Florida.  This permit has been added to Appendix N, 
Potential Permits, in the Final SEIS.  The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or 
non-jurisdictional wetlands affected by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers in coordination with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely 
defined during the final planning and design process.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations to avoid or minimize potential 
environmental impacts will be identified in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, prepared in consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies, will be developed and implemented prior to initial site preparation and test activities.  Additional mitigations for wetlands have been included 
in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-W-0067.08 Safety  The Draft Emergency Response Plan has been modified to reflect these notification requirements.  See Appendix J of the Final SEIS. 

Hartman, 
Bradley 
Director, 
Florida Game 
and Fresh 
Water Fish 
Commission 

P-W-0068.01   Comment noted. 

 P-W-0068.02   Comment noted 

 P-W-0068.03   Comment noted 
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Morrison, 
Michael et al; 
Last Stand -
petition against 
missile testing 
in the Florida 
Keys  

P-W-0069.01 Program  Comment noted 
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5.2 E-MAIL COMMENT DOCUMENTS  

Individuals who commented on the Draft SEIS in e-mail form are listed in table 5.2-1 
along with their respective commentor identification number. This number can be used to 
find the e-mail document that was submitted and to locate the corresponding table on 
which responses to each comment is provided.   

5.2.1 E-MAIL COMMENTS   

Exhibit 5.2-1 presents reproductions of the e-mail comment documents that were 
received in response to the Draft SEIS. Comment documents are identified by commentor 
ID number, and each statement or question that was categorized as addressing a separate 
environmental issue is designated with a sequential comment number.  

5.2.2  RESPONSE TO E-MAIL COMMENTS 

Table 5.2-2 presents the responses to substantive comments to the Draft SEIS that 
were received in e-mail form.  Responses to specific comments can be found by locating 
the corresponding commentor ID number and sequential comment number identifiers. 

Table 5.2–1:  Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (E-Mail Documents) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Fender, Heyward  P-E-0010 

Frank,  Mr. & Mrs. Burt  P-E-0003 

Frank, Dan and Pam  P-E-0007 

Girard Jr, Harlowe D. P-E-0006 

Henize, Dennis P-E-0005 

Hurlburt, Mary P-E-0002 

Kanter, Charles  P-E-0011 

Ludwig, Carol E., Lt. Col. USAF P-E-0008 

Marsh, William  P-E-0001 

Moran, Robert J.; National Ocean Industries Association  P-E-0009 

Palmerton, Dr. & Mrs. Keith E.  P-E-0004 

Thiel, Don;  Cape San Blas Camping Resort P-E-0012 
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William Marsh P-E-0001.01 Air Quality 3.1.1.4.1, 
3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

Potential air quality impacts resulting from a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Draft and Final SEIS. As sections 3.1.1.4.1 and 
3.1.9.4 of the Draft SEIS explain, the TSCREEN PUFF model predicts concentrations at various distances from the launch point.  For a normal 
launch, there were no exceedances.  For a launch mishap scenario, TSCREEN PUFF indicated potential exceedance beyond the Launch Hazard 
Area.  In that case, per EPA guidance, using the more refined model, OBODM, indicated that there would not be exceedance beyond the Launch 
Hazard Area. The OBODM is a model that calculates predicted depositions using worst case climatological parameters such as wind speed, 
humidity, and temperature.  The results of the model represent the greatest concentrations of emissions that could occur under any conditions. 

 P-E-0001.02 Airspace Use 3.1.2.4, 
3.2.2.4, 
3.3.2.4 

Rerouting and rescheduling of air traffic would be requested through the appropriate Federal Aviation Administration regional control center.  
Such air traffic adjustments would have less effect on annual average air traffic patterns than would normal rerouting for inclement weather over 
parts of the Gulf of Mexico or Florida.  Air traffic in the area of the launch site by the implementation of a launch firing area. 

 P-E-0001.03 Biology 3.1.9.4 The worst-case scenario for a launch mishap could be the combustion of most of a missile’s propellant on or near the launch pad.  This type of 
mishap would create extreme temperatures and pressures, scarring or burning living organisms in the immediate vicinity of the pad.  
Considerable levels of preparation activities prior to a launch should generally cause most wildlife to leave the area.  In order to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts to remaining wildlife, mitigative actions would be coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  These actions could include relocation of the individuals or postponement of the launch.  If a 
mishap were to occur, hazardous waste specialists would immediately respond to the site to remove toxic and other debris from the area to 
prevent residual effects on wildlife. 

 P-E-0001.04 Geology and Soils 3.1.9, 3.2.9, 
3.3.9 

The Safety sections (3.1.9, 3.2.9, and 3.3.9) of the SEIS provide a discussion of the human and ecological risks of the proposed test program 
under normal and mishap conditions.  Potential impacts of a catastrophic failure under a full range of mishap scenarios are presented for each 
environmental resource in section 3.1.9 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

 P-E-0001.05 Hazardous 
materials and 
wastes 

3.1.6.4, 
3.2.6.4, 
3.3.6.3 

Sections 3.1.9, 3.2.9, and 3.3.9 of the SEIS provide a discussion of the safety of the proposed test program under normal and mishap conditions. 

 P-E-0001.06 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The planning and siting process for the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program in the Eglin Gulf Test Range considered many factors in 
identifying alternative sites including mission requirements, environmental conservation, human and ecological health, and land use 
compatibility.  The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of 
Defense and are designated for military use.  New military uses in these areas are permitted. The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid 
requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have been recognized since the first site visit 
to the Keys.  The Launch Hazard Area has not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the 
environs around the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the Range Safety Officer. 

 P-E-0001.07 Land and Water 
Use 

2.1.3.2.3, 
3.3.7.4 

Prior public notice of test event schedules would be publicized, posted in marinas, and noted in Notices to Mariners.  Radar surveillance prior 
and during the test would enable the test officer to monitor the marine traffic in the area.  It is believed that with the cooperation of the Florida 
Marine Patrol, the Coast Guard, and the boating public, the area can be cleared for the period to assure safe testing. 

 P-E-0001.08 Socioeconomics 3.1.10.4, 
3.2.10.4, 
3.3.10.4 

The socioeconomic effects of the proposal are addressed in sections 3.1.10.4, 3.2.10.4, and 3.3.10.4 of the Draft SEIS.  Economic dislocation of 
commercial fisheries is estimated to be less than 1 percent per year.  Over 78 percent of the visits to the Florida Keys were made by car, less than 
9 percent by air, and a little over 12 percent by cruise ship.  Visitor preference for destinations within the Keys varied greatly.  The most popular 
location, by a substantial margin, was Key West, with over 55 percent of the visits being made there.  The least popular destination was the 
Lower Keys, which received just under 12 percent of the total visits.  Furthermore, fewer than 5 percent of visits were made solely to the Lower 
Keys, compared to almost 40 percent of visits which were spent exclusively in Key West.  The Visitor Participation Survey, which is described 
as the most comprehensive ever conducted in the region, further emphasizes the relatively minor role that the Lower Keys play in the Keys 
tourist economy.  The top three activities in which visitors participated were sightseeing and attractions (55 percent participation rate), beach 
activities (34 percent), and visiting museums and historical sites (33 percent).  The top rated activity in the Lower Keys was viewing 
wildlife/nature study in which 5.8 percent of all visitors to the Keys participated. 
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William Marsh, cont. P-E-0001.09 Noise 3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

The potential environmental impacts of a launch mishap on all environmental resources including noise are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the 
Draft and Final SEIS.  The noise analysis provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise 
occurrences and effects as possible.  In addition, potential noise impacts on biological resources are addressed in section 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.4 of 
the Draft and Final SEIS.  Minor damage to structures may occur within 3 kilometers (1.9 miles) of the mishap.  Exposure to an impulsive noise 
with an SPL equal to or greater than 140 dBA may cause temporary or permanent hearing loss in people within 1,000 meters (3,280 feet) of the 
mishap.  Noise effects of a launch mishap would have a startling effect on wildlife, with possible incidental mortality.  The near-field disruption 
of a normal test event would consist of a loud noise (similar to the takeoff of a commercial jet aircraft) no more than once a month. 

 P-E-0001.10 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would ensure that population 
centers, schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program. A detailed discussion of the various 
risks associated with missile testing is described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the Range Safety Officer 
is to ensure the safety of the public. This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that 
the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of 
the safety mechanisms is to establish an Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.3.2.3 in the SEIS.  The Launch Hazard Area for each 
test event would be calculated prior to launch on the basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and 
environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and magnitude).  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the 
maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other 
than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would 
proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community. 

 P-E-0001.11 Socioeconomics 3.2.10.4 Our analysis indicates that temporary dislocation from fishing grounds for periods will displace less than 2 percent of the volume of catch or 
value of catch at a worst case.   

 P-E-0001.12 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The target missiles proposed for Theater Missile Defense testing are Minuteman stages I and II.  Over a 30 year operational period, frequent 
transport of Minuteman missile components to and from 1000 sites never resulted in an explosion.  Estimates of the probability of an accident 
involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million vehicle-kilometers. Using the high 
value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 

 P-E-0001.13 Utilities-Keys 3.3.12.4 The Theater Missile Defense test program would not affect existing or future utility corridors. 
 P-E-0001.14 Transportation-

Keys 
3.3.11.4 Traffic flows over multiple segments of a highway can differ considerably on the basis of the origin and destination of vehicles entering and 

exiting the highway.  Section 3.3.11 of the Final SEIS notes that traffic volumes on U.S. 1 are currently at or near its design capacity. 
 P-E-0001.15 Utilities-Keys 3.3.12.4 The Theater Missile Defense test program would not generate appreciable additional demand for public services such as electric power and 

therefore would not contribute to the potential for service outages. 
 P-E-0001.16 Visual     

Aesthetics-Keys 
3.3.13.4 To better assess the visual impact of constructing a missile assembly building or erecting a 50 foot tall missile on a site, a visual simulations for 

each vantage point photograph used in the Draft SEIS has been prepared (sections 3.1.13.1 and 3.2.13.1).  These visual simulations use computer 
graphics programs to ensure that the apparent visibility of the building or missile in the photograph is what would actually be seen from each 
respective vantage point.  Specifically, a known dimension in each photograph was determined from sources at the respective sites.  This known 
dimension was projected into the photograph via planographic projection to provide a perspective scale of the distance between two objects.  In 
this case, the two objects were the tower or known object, and the Hera missile, which would be 50 feet tall on its launch stool.  The site 
mapping indicated the horizontal distance between the known object and the Hera missile launch site.  The resultant photographic visual 
simulations are published in the Final SEIS section 3.1.13.4 (pages 3- 223 and 226) for the Panhandle sites and section 3.2.13.4 (pages 3-518 and 
3-521) for the Keys sites.  It is apparent, reviewing these photographs, that neither the building nor the missile are visible from most accessible 
vantage points.  The view from those closer vantage points will include the existing military buildings as well as the new MAB and missile.  The 
new buildings will be seen in the context of the existing military facilities. 
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William Marsh, cont. P-E-0001.17 Air quality 3.3.1.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term 
environmental monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, Florida.  These launch activities 
occur in a physical environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily 
through formation of a launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket 
boosters and deluge water.  Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch 
and from a Hera launch differ primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  
The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the 
Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 
1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch 
pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range 
from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low 
of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be 
dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of 
the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to 
approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on 
nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-E-0001.18 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this 
rate, water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly even with low flow and mixing.  As such, no appreciable impact to sea grass 
beds would be expected. 

 P-E-0001.19 Water Quality-Keys 3.2.14.4, 
3.3.14.4 

The Theater Missile Defense test program would not introduce any contamination into drinking water supplies. Bottled water would be provided 
to support personnel to reduce demands on local drinking water supplies.  See section 3.3.14.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-E-0001.20 Water quality-Keys 3.2.14.4, 
3.3.14.4 

Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal 
concentrations returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been 
observed.”  The predicted near-field deposition rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for 
the Space Shuttle. Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 
0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with no long-term elevation. 

Mary Hurlburt P-E-0002.01 Alternatives-Keys 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Mr. & Mrs. Burt Frank P-E-0003.01 Alternatives-Keys 1.0 Comment noted. 
Dr. & Mrs. Keith E. 
Palmerton, 

P-E-0004.01  1.0 Comment noted. 

Dennis Henize P-E-0005.01 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population 
centers, schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program. A detailed discussion of the various 
risks associated with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the Range Safety 
Officer is to ensure the safety of the public. This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures 
ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  
Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish an Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. The Launch Hazard 
Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on the basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) 
and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and magnitude) .  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the 
maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other 
than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would 
proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community.  The residences near the Santa Rosa Island and Cape San Blas locations are 
closer to their respective missile launch sites.   
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 P-E-0005.02 Safety 3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The 
system failure mode analysis and attendant risk probability calculations for each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human 
error possibility is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force 
Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety 
policies. 

 P-E-0005.03 Safety 3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

Data is not releasable (sensitive material).  While specific information is not releasable to the public, the missile has been tested and flown at 
White Sands Missile Range.  The Launch Hazard Area has been determined and the reliability of the missile will meet the safety (flight 
determination) standard and procedures.  The Eglin range safety office has determined that the missile components of the flight test meets the 
safety launch procedures. 

 P-E-0005.04 Safety 1.0 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers 
of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing 
this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the 
Florida Keys. 

 P-E-0005.05 Safety-Keys 2.1.3.2.3, 
3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more 
flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test 
activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area.  The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the 
evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  
The Launch Hazard Area has not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the environs 
around the site.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on the basis of system factors (propellant type 
and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and magnitude) .  If this launch-specific 
Launch Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or could result in adverse 
impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch would be 
delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community. 

 P-E-0005.06 Safety 3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The 
system failure mode analysis and attendant risk probability calculations for each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human 
error possibility is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force 
Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety 
policies. 

 P-E-0005.07 Draft SEIS 1.6 The process by which scoping comments were documented and tracked throughout the environment impact assessment process is described in 
section 1.6 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Based on this data base, all issues identified during the scoping process have been addressed in the Final 
SEIS.   

 P-E-0005.08 Draft SEIS 1.0 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers 
of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing 
this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the 
Florida Keys. 

 P-E-0005.09 Draft SEIS 1.0 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0005.10 Draft SEIS 1.0 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0005.11 Safety 3.1.9 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0005.12 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and 

Mitigations section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Depending on the specific resource, cumulative impacts may or 
may not be additive in nature.  For example, the utilities used by program activities would be fully additive, deposition of launch emissions on 
nearby soil would be somewhat additive, and noise events separated by a one month period would not be additive.  Small scale habitat 
destruction, individual displacement, and incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.  See sections 3.1.3.4, 3.2.3.4, and 
3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-E-0005.13 Alternatives-Keys 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 
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Harlowe D. Girard Jr P-E-0006.01 Draft SEIS 1.0 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers 
of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing 
this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the 
Florida Keys. 

 P-E-0006.02 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The coral reef is not within the region of influence of the Keys alternative. 
 P-E-0006.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The existing environment is described in section 3.3.3.3 of the SEIS. 
 P-E-0006.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4, 

3.1.9.4, 
3.3.9.4 

Normal launch activities would not affect the reef ecosystem.  In the unlikely case of a launch mishap, no debris would fall on reef tracts which 
are outside the Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-E-0006.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0006.06 Transportation-

Keys 
3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related 

vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of 
U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  If program activities 
were planned for this alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours. 

 P-E-0006.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4, 
3.3.10.4 

The real estate values within an area are directly related to the levels of income and employment that occur within the area.  Socioeconomic 
impact studies that have been prepared by the Air Force over the past decade have shown that housing values and military programs are 
generally positively related.  The areas near Eglin AFB and Vandenberg AFB, which are both installations where missile testing occurs, have 
experienced generally stable and appreciating property values. The only negative changes in housing values that have been recorded resulted 
from mission reductions and base closures that have occurred.  Since the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program would not have an 
appreciable effect on income or employment levels at any of the alternative test sites, no related changes in property or housing value would be 
expected. 

Harlowe Girard Jr, cont. P-E-0006.08 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The conservation land uses including the refuges that you mention are a critical part of the resource management program for the Florida Keys.  
The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are 
designated for military use. The Launch Hazard Area for the alternative target launch sites on the Keys does overlap the Florida Keys National 
Marine Sanctuary (FKNMS); about 4.3 percent of the FKNMS is in the Cudjoe Key Launch Hazard Area and 1.6 percent of the FKNMS is in 
the Launch Hazard Area for the Saddlebunch Keys (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in the FKNMS are permitted but 
would require specific consultation.  This consultation would require that any proposed action be designed and implemented so that potential 
impacts to any habitat or species be 1) avoided to the extent possible, 2) minimized when avoidance is not possible, and 3) mitigated to 
compensate for potential long-term adverse effects.  Consultation with the Director of the National Marine Sanctuary began early in the planning 
process for the Theater Missile Defense testing program and is ongoing. 

 P-E-0006.09 Air Quality-Keys 3.3.1.4 Increased acidity (decreased pH) in bodies of water has various effects upon the plant life, invertebrates, and fish in that water depending upon 
degree and duration of the increased acidity. The shallow waters of ponds on the Keys are predicted to have a pH drop of as much as 0 to 0.1 
units.  This decreased pH could persist for as long as 72 hours considering the low rate of dilution and slow currents in these ponds.  The back 
country shallow waters are predicted to have no appreciable decrease in pH.  This is due to the natural buffering effect of salt sea water on acids.  
This pH drop is anticipated to be of short duration due to the mixing and dilution of the currents.  The hydrogen chloride and hydrochloric acid 
in the exhaust cloud would dissipate or deposit within minutes of a launch, and meters of the launch site (the near field).  The hydrochloric acid 
in the exhaust cloud could damage the eyes of bird exposed to the cloud.  The concentration of hydrogen chloride and the density of 
hydrochloric acid in the near field exhaust cloud would be negligible compared to the greater effects of heat and noise that close to a launch 
event 

 P-E-0006.10 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Comment noted.  
 P-E-0006.11 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0006.12 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Normal launch activities would not result in adverse impacts to the hardwood hammocks.  There is, however a remote possibility that a launch 

mishap could result however result in impacts on this resource. 
 P-E-0006.13 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4, 

3.3.7.4, 
3.3.14.4 

The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands 
affected by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 
coordination with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the 
final planning and design process.  Mishap recovery measures would be conducted in consultation with appropriate resource agencies to ensure 
minimal disturbance of resources such as wetlands. 
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 P-E-0006.14 Alternatives-Keys 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Dan and Pam Frank P-E-0007.01 Alternatives-Keys 1.0 Comment noted. 
Carol E. Ludwig, Lt. Col., 
USAF 

P-E-0008.01 Airspace Use 3.1.2, 3.2.2, 
3.3.2 

Comment noted. 

Robert J. Moran, Director, 
Government Affairs, 
National Ocean Industries 
Association  

P-E-0009.01 Draft SEIS  The correct e-mail address is “http://tw1.eglin.af.mil/46mtd/tmd.htm”.  Note! The third character is the digit “1” (one), not the letter “l”.   

Heyward Fender  P-E-0010.01 Cultural Appendix O The Draft SEIS was submitted to Native American Tribal Officials for review and comment.. 
 P-E-0010.02 Alternatives-Keys 2.0 Target launch site alternatives throughout the Gulf of Mexico were considered. 
Charles Kanter P-E-0011.01 Alternatives-Keys 2.0 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0011.02 Alternatives-Keys 2.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final 
decision after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-E-0011.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The conservation land uses including the refuges that you mention are a critical part of the resource management program for the Florida Keys.  
The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are 
designated for military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and 
several wildlife refuges (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific 
consultation with appropriate Federal and state resource agencies. 

 P-E-0011.04 Socioeconomic 3.2.10.4 The socioeconomic effects of the proposal are addressed in Sections 3.1.10.4, 3.2.10.4, and 3.3.10.4 of the Draft SEIS.  Economic dislocation of 
commercial fisheries is estimated to be less than 1 percent per year. 

 P-E-0011.05 Socioeconomics 3.1.10.4, 
3.2.10.4, 
3.3.10.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-E-0011.06 Socioeconomic 2.1.3.2, 
3.1.2.4, 
3.2.2.4, 
3.3.2.4 

The proposed process for clearance of the Launch Hazard Area is described in section 2.1.3.2 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Potential impacts on 
airlines are addressed in sections 3.1.2.4, 3.2.2.4, and 3.3.2.4; potential impacts on oil and gas exploration is addressed in section 3.2.5.4 and 
3.2.7.4; Potential Gulf shipping impacts are presented in section 3.2.10.4; and potential impact on recreational boating is addressed in section 
3.2.7.4. The Theater Missile Defense test program would not generate appreciable additional demand for public services provided by local 
governments and resulting fiscal impacts would be minimal.  Cooperative agreements with local law enforcement and safety departments would 
be reached to accommodate potential service requirements. 

 P-E-0011.07 Transportation-Gulf 3.2.11.4 Prior public notice of test event schedules would be publicized, posted in marinas, and noted in NOTMARS.  Radar surveillance prior and 
during the test would enable the test officer to monitor the marine traffic in the area.  It is believed that with the cooperation of the Florida 
Marine Patrol, the Coast Guard, and the boating public, the area can be cleared for the period to assure safe testing. 

 P-E-0011.08 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on Highway 1 in the Draft SEIS forecast an increase in traffic volume by 2005 (including Theater 
Missile Defense-related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that 
most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  
If program activities were planned for this alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours.  Should one of the sites in the 
Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, a site-specific emergency response plan (similar to the example in Appendix J) would be 
prepared and implemented. Emergency procedures for all contingencies would be established through cooperative agreements with local public 
safety agencies.  Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 
2.63 to 6.89 per million vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch.  
Transportation of the missile components would involve standard freight transports and would not require a convoy.  Emergency procedures for 
all contingencies would be established through cooperative agreements with local public safety agencies. No specific fire fighting vehicles 
would accompany the shipment, although all vehicles would be equipped with standard fire suppression equipment. 

 P-E-0011.09 Alternatives-Keys 2.0 
3.3.11.4 

Scheduling of missile transport and other Theater Missile Defense test-related traffic would be coordinated with local agencies to avoid peak 
traffic hours and minimize potential effects on local traffic movement. Local law enforcement personnel would be expected to maintain order.  
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 P-E-0011.10 Draft SEIS 3.1.1.4 3.2.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

The volume of hydrogen chloride emitted by the target missile in the volume of air it transits is negligible; not enough to contribute to acid rain. 
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term 
environmental monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, Florida.  These launch activities 
occur in a physical environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily 
through formation of a launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket 
boosters and deluge water.  Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch 
and from a Hera launch differ primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  
The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the 
Shuttle exhaust.  hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 
1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch 
pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range 
from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low 
of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be 
dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH. Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of 
the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to approximately 
20 percent under normal conditions.)  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters 
would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-E-0011.11 Program 2.0 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0011.12 Program 2.0 Comment noted. 
 P-E-0011.13 Program 2.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected. NEPA requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the 

proposed action. Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the Final SEIS is 
completed. In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and 
decision makers of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making 
process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites 
including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-E-0011.14 Program 2.0 Comment noted. 
Don Thiel, Cape San Blas 
Camping Resort 

P-E-0012.01 Draft SEIS 2.0 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers 
of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing 
this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the 
Florida Keys.  

 P-E-0012.02 Socioeconomics- 
Cape San Blas 

3.1.10.4 Up to 24 flight test events could be conducted from Cape San Blas in any one year.  These number represent realistic upper limits of testing 
frequency for purposes of analyzing potential cumulative impacts.  The actual number of test is likely to be much lower. 

 P-E-0012.03 Socioeconomics- 
Cape San Blas 

3.1.10.4 Nearly all of the activities that would be required for the Theater Missile Defense test program at Site D-3 on Cape San Blas are similar in nature 
and intensity to activities that are or have taken place at this site.  Prior to a launch event, advance notification of planned road closures would be 
published and distributed to reduce road delays and inconvenience to the extent possible.  Road closures could last up to 4 hours, but would 
normally be about 1 hour.  The Theater Missile Defense test program would not generate appreciable traffic or create much additional demand 
for tourist accommodation and services.  

 P-E-0012.04 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Notification of upcoming launches will be made through the media and provided to local businesses.  County road 30E would be closed for up to 
4 hours for each launch.  The beaches would be closed for a similar period of time.   

 P-E-0012.05 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4 A launch event would last from 1 to 4 hours including time delays for clearance of the LHS.  Beyond this time period, the flight test would be 
canceled.  There are areas on the Air Force property that may be closed for extended periods while missile components are on site. 

 P-E-0012.06 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4 Public notification of planned road closures would reduce road delays and queuing during test activities.  Roads would be closed for no more 
than 4 hours, and every effort would be made to reopen the road as soon as possible after the initial closing.   

 P-E-0012.07 Socioeconomics 
-Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4 Theater Missile Defense launch activities would not have an appreciable effect on the tourist industries operating on Cape San Blas.  If 
accommodations for Air Force and civilian personnel are not available locally, arrangements could be made to transport workers in vanpools 
from Tyndall AFB or off site hotel and motel facilities.  

 P-E-0012.08 Land Use-Cape San 
Blas 

3.1.7.4 The Final SEIS incorporates technical amendments, editorial revisions and typographical corrections. 
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5.3 TRANSCRIPT COMMENT DOCUMENTS  

Individuals who commented on the Draft SEIS in at one of the four public hearings 
are listed in table 5.3-1 along with their respective commentor identification number. This 
number can be used to find the transcript document and each speaker’s comments and to 
locate the corresponding table on which responses to each comment is provided. 

5.3.1 TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS   

Exhibit 5.3-1 presents reproductions of the transcript comment documents that 
were received in response to the Draft SEIS.  Comment documents are identified by 
commentor ID number, and each statement or question that was categorized as addressing 
a separate environmental issue is designated with a sequential comment number.  

5.3.2 RESPONSE TO TRANSCRIPT COMMENTS 

Table 5.3-2 presents the responses to substantive comments to the Draft SEIS that 
were received in transcript form.  Responses to specific comments can be found by 
locating the corresponding commentor ID number and sequential comment number 
identifiers. 

Table 5.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Transcript Documents) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Allen, Joe P-T-0033 

Biddle, Joel; Reef Relief P-T-0023 

Blazevic, R. L.  P-T-0014 

Casella, Loraine P-T-0038 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-T-0008 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-T-0042 

Colburn, Carol P-T-0035 

Ehrenreiter, Barbara P-T-0026 

Eliot, Robert P-T-0036 

Freeman, Shirley; Monroe County Commissioner P-T-0006 

Freeman, Shirley; Monroe County Commissioner  P-T-0040 

Girard, Geraldo P-T-0041 

Girard, Gerry P-T-0007 

Gouldy, Ralph; Monroe County Growth Management Division P-T-0025 

Hadden, Alexander P-T-0013 

Hadden, Alexander P-T-0046 

Halloran, George P-T-0034 

Harvey, Anne; Park Manager, St. Joseph Peninsula State Park P-T-0002 



 

 

 Final TMD ETR SEIS—Eglin Gulf Test Range 5-149
 

Table 5.3–1:  Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Transcript Documents) (Continued) 

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number 

Hendrick, Muriel P-T-0030 

Henize, Dennis P-T-0010 

Henize, Dennis P-T-0043 

Henize, Tina P-T-0020 

Henize, Tina P-T-0039 

Hoffman, Wayne; National Audubon Society P-T-0045 

Hoffman, Wayne; National Audubon Society P-T-0012 

Kanter, Charles P-T-0048 

Lehman, Christopher; Monroe County P-T-0005 

Leslie, John P-T-0028 

Linn, Diane P-T-0049 

Lowe, Donald S. P-T-0009 

Lunden, Blue; Unitarian Universal Fellowship  P-T-0027 

Miller, Archer P-T-0029 

Musselman, David P-T-0016 

Musselman, David P-T-0044 

Nelson, Harriet P-T-0037 

Orlandi, Robin P-T-0032 

Pike, Malcolm P-T-0024 

Poole, Lizzy; Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom P-T-0017 

Putnam, Nick P-T-0050 

Rebosio, Alberto P-T-0004 

Rebosio, Gianna Todisco P-T-0003 

Robinson, Annie P-T-0031 

Rosenblatt, Sol P-T-0011 

Seese, Bill; Florida Keys National Wildlife Refuges P-T-0015 

Simms, Mark & Amy P-T-0022 

Smith, R.C. P-T-0018 

Steiglitz, Barry P-T-0047 

Tanzonieri, Albert P-T-0051 

Traczyk, Tom P-T-0001 

Weeks, Vicki P-T-0019 

Zachariah, Dale P-T-0021 
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Traczyk, Tom P-T-0001.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
Harvey, Anne 
Park Manager, St. 
Joseph Peninsula 
State Park 

P-T-0002.01 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4.2 If Cape San Blas is selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, appropriate mitigations including road design modifications could be implemented to 
accommodate turn arounds during road closure.  

 P-T-0002.02 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4.2 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0002.03 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4.2 If Cape San Blas is selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, appropriate mitigations including road design modifications could be implemented to 
accommodate turn arounds during road closure. 

 P-T-0002.04 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4.2 Public notification of planned road closures would reduce road delays during test activities. 

 P-T-0002.05 Transportation-
Cape San Blas 

3.1.11.4.2 If Cape San Blas is selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, appropriate mitigations including road design modifications could be implemented to 
accommodate turn arounds during road closure. 

 P-T-0002.06 Geology and 
Soils 

3.1.5..3 This information has been included in section 3.1.5 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0002.06 Geology and 
Soils 

3.1.5..3 This information has been included in section 3.1.5 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0002.07 Land Use-Cape 
San Blas 

3.1.7.3 This information has been included in section 3.1.7.3 of the Final SEIS. 

Rebosio, Gianna 
Todisco 

P-T-0003.01 Socioeconomics 3.3.10.4 The most recent and reliable data concerning tourism in the Keys was compiled by a consortium that comprised National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, the Monroe County Tourist Development Council, the Nature Conservancy, the U.S. Forest Service, the Bicentennial Volunteers and the 
University of Georgia.  The study, titled Linking the Economy and Environment of Florida Keys/Florida Bay, estimated that there were 2.54 million 
tourist visits made to the Keys between June 1995 and May 1996 (Visitor Profiles: Florida Keys/Key West, November 1996, Leeworthy and Wiley, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration). 

 P-T-0003.02 Water Quality-
Gulf 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Increased acidity (decreased pH) in bodies of water has various effects upon the plant life, invertebrates, and fish in that water depending upon degree 
and duration of the increased acidity.  The shallow waters of ponds on the Keys are predicted to have a pH drop of as much as 0 to 0.1 units.  This 
decreased pH could persist for as long as 72 hours considering the low rate of dilution and slow currents in these ponds.  The back country shallow 
waters are predicted to have a pH drop of 0 units.  This is due to the natural buffering effect of salt sea water on acids.  This pH drop is anticipated to be 
of short duration due to the mixing and dilution of the currents.  The hydrogen chloride and hydrochloric acid in the exhaust cloud would dissipate or 
deposit within minutes of a launch, and meters of the launch site (the near field).  The hydrochloric acid in the exhaust cloud could damage the eyes of 
bird exposed to the cloud.  The concentration of hydrogen chloride and the density of hydrochloric acid in the near field exhaust cloud would be 
negligible compared to the greater effects of heat and noise that close to a launch event. 

 P-T-0003.03 launch emissions 3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle.  Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with no long-term elevation. 
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 P-T-0003.04 Launch 
emissions 

3.2.14.4 

3.3.14.4 

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch 
cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary 
constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in 
scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 
3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition 
rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/mµ.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  
The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch 
pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation 
Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate 
near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride 
present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were 
conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets 
(as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions).  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on 
nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.   

 P-T-0003.05 Water Quality -
Keys 

3.3.14.4 The Theater Missile Defense test program would not introduce any contamination into drinking water supplies.  The residual levels of test by-products in 
surface waters would not affect water quality sufficiently to cause skin or other reaction from contact or exposure.  It is possible, however, that some 
individuals could experience a reaction.     

 P-T-0003.06 Socioeconomics 3.3.10.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0003.07 Safety 3.1.9.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0003.08 Biology-Keys  3.3.8.4 

3.3.14.4 
Potential impacts of Theater Missile Defense testing on noise and water quality were evaluated in the Draft SEIS and have been clarified in the Final 
SEIS (sections   

Rebosio, Alberto P-T-0004.01 General  Comment noted. 
 

Lehman, 
Christopher 
Monroe County 

P-T-0005.01 TMD SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-T-0005.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

3.3.7.4 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0005.03 Safety 3.1.9.4 Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would ensure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a 
Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 
 

 P-T-0005.04 launch effects  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0005.05 Alternatives-

Keys 
 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0005.06 DOPAA  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0005.07 Alternatives-

Keys 
1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0005.08 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0005.09 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 

potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 
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 P-T-0005.10 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 See previous response. 
 P-T-0005.11 Safety 3.1.9.4 Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would ensure that population centers, 

schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a 
Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 

 P-T-0005.12 Safety 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0005.13 Safety 3.1.9.4 See responses above. 
Freeman, Shirley 
County 
Commissioner, 
Monroe County 

P-T-0006.01 Alternatives  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  The Program Overview in section 1 
explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision following the completion of the Final SEIS.  In accordance with Council on 
Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts 
resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and, to assist in the decision making process. 
 

 P-T-0006.02 Alternatives 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0006.03 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

  P-T-0006.04 launch emissions 3.3.1.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch 
cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary 
constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in 
scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 
3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition 
rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  
The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch 
pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation 
Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate 
near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride 
present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were 
conservative in that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets 
(as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions).  Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on 
nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-T-0006.05 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
Girard, Gerry P-T-0007.01 Environment-

Keys 
 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0007.02 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0007.03 Water Quality-

Gulf 
3.3.14.4 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0007.04 Environment-
Keys 

 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 
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 P-T-0007.05 Transportation-
Keys   

3.3.11.4 Scheduling of missile transport and other Theater Missile Defense test-related traffic would be coordinated with local agencies to avoid peak traffic hours 
and minimize potential effects on local traffic movement.   

 P-T-0007.06 Utilities-Keys 3.3.12.4 Comment noted.  The Theater Missile Defense test program would not affect existing or future utility corridors. 
 P-T-0007.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The conservation land uses including the refuges that you mention are a critical part of the resource management program for the Florida Keys.  The 

alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and is designated for 
military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap several wildlife refuges (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  
New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation and permission from respective Federal and state resource 
agencies.  This consultation would require that any proposed action be designed and implemented so that potential impacts to any habitat or species be 1) 
avoided to the extent possible, 2) minimized when avoidance is not possible, and 3) mitigated to compensate for potential long-term adverse effects.     

 P-T-0007.08 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 
military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges (see 
section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with appropriate Federal and state 
resource agencies.  See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.3 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations 
will be documented in the Record of Decision.  This mitigation plan, which would avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts on protected areas, would 
be developed and implemented prior to initiating site preparation and test activities. 

 P-T-0007.09 Air Quality-Keys 3.3.1.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0007.10 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The presence of the Silver Rice Rat at alternative sites in the Keys is discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0007.11 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The habitat of the Lower Keys Marsh Rabbit is discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0007.12 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The environmental setting of the Florida Keys, including hardwood hammocks and pine rocklands, is described in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0007.13 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected by 

the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination with 
the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and design 
process. 

 P-T-0007.14 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-T-0008.01 Alternatives 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0008.02 Florida Keys 1.0 See response above. 
 P-T-0008.03 Transportation-

Keys 
3.3.11.4 The importance of Highway 1 to the Florida Keys has been recognized.  An early alternative site was eliminated because it would have required closing 

Highway 1.The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on Highway 1 in the Draft SEIS forecast an increase in traffic volume by 2005 (including Theater 
Missile Defense-related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of 
the segments of U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.   

 P-T-0008.04 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Missile components would normally be shipped by standard freight transport vehicles and would not involve a convoy.  Special safety and security 
precautions would be employed where necessary to assure that movement of emergency vehicles is not hindered.  

 P-T-0008.05 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Scheduling of missile transport and other Theater Missile Defense test-related traffic would be coordinated with local agencies to avoid peak traffic hours 
and minimize potential effects on local traffic movement.  Emergency vehicles would not be affected by Theater Missile Defense test activities, since 
they will not close the highway. 

 P-T-0008.06 Safety-Keys 3.3.11.4 The ability to control the movement of missile components is important to the overall safety of the proposed Theater Missile Defense testing system.  A 
specific evacuation plan for the missile and other test-related components and non-critical personnel would be implemented at the first notice of potential 
hurricane activity, before official hurricane watch and warning announcements.  This would ensure that Theater Missile Defense-related evacuation 
movements would precede standard public evacuation plans and would not interfere with the planned process. 

 P-T-0008.07 Transportation 3.3.11.4 Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 
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 P-T-0008.08 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Transportation of the missile components would involve standard freight transports and would not require a convoy.  Emergency procedures for all 
contingencies would be established through cooperative agreements with local public safety agencies.  No specific fire fighting vehicles would 
accompany the shipment, although all vehicles would be equipped with standard fire suppression equipment. 

 P-T-0008.09 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing traffic volumes and capacities in the Florida Keys.  The traffic data and 
projections that were used for the analysis are the current estimates used by the Florida Department of Transportation. 

 P-T-0008.10 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Traffic flows over multiple segments of a highway can differ considerably on the basis of the origin and destination of vehicles entering and exiting the 
highway.  Section 3.3.11 of the Draft and Final SEIS notes that traffic volumes on U.S. 1 are currently at or near its design capacity. 

 P-T-0008.11 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Comment noted.   

 P-T-0008.12 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Lowe, Donald S. P-T-0009.01 Alternatives 2.0 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0009.02 Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 
3.1.13.4 
3.3.13.4 

The facilities and operations that would be required for Theater Missile Defense activities in the Keys would not be greatly different from the existing 
facilities and operations on these sites.  The perceived degree of change is subjective.  To assist in the comparison of vistas, visual simulations have been 
provided in sections 3.1.1.3.4 and  3.3.13.4 of the Final SEIS to illustrate potential visual impacts of Theater Missile Defense facilities. 

 P-T-0009.03 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 

3.1.13.4 
3.3.13.4 

The building height restriction is a county zoning restriction, not applicable to Federal facilities. 

 P-T-0009.04 Noise-general 3.1.8.1 
3.3.8.1 
3.1.9.4 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible.  See 
section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS for additional discussion of potential noise impacts. 

 P-T-0009.05 Noise-general 3.1.8.1 
3.3.8.1 

See response above.. 

 P-T-0009.06 Noise-general 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts on shorebird and wading bird rookeries are presented in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0009.07 Program 3.3.8.1 An evaluation of psychological effects are outside the scope of this analysis. 
 P-T-0009.08 Noise 3.1.3.4 

3.3.3.4 
Studies of launch effects at Cape Canaveral have shown that birds disturbed by launch noise normally return to their nest soon after the launch event. 

 P-T-0009.09 Noise-general 3.3.3.4 
3.3.8.4 

The various noise models and measures that were used to evaluate potential noise impacts of Theater Missile Defense testing provide a reasonable 
characterization of noise effects on humans.  Potential effects on wildlife were evaluated based on species-specific information from recent studies.  

 P-T-0009.10 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 3.1.13.4 

3.3.13.4 

To better assess the visual impact of constructing a missile assembly building or erecting a 50 foot tall missile on a site, a visual simulations for each 
vantage point photograph used in the Draft SEIS has been prepared (sections 3.1.13.1 and 3.2.13.1.)  These visual simulations use computer graphics 
programs to ensure that the apparent visibility of the building or missile in the photograph is what would actually be seen from each respective vantage 
point.  Specifically, a known dimension in each photograph was determined from sources at the respective sites.  This known dimension was projected 
into the photograph via planographic projection to provide a perspective scale of the distance between two objects.  In this case, the two objects were the 
tower or known object, and the Hera missile, which would be 50 feet tall on its launch stool.  The site mapping indicated the horizontal distance between 
the known object and the Hera missile launch site.  The resultant photographic visual simulations are published in the Final SEIS section 3.1.13.4 (pages 
3- 223 and 226) for the Panhandle sites and section 3.2.13.4 (pages 3-518 and 3-521) for the Keys sites.  It is apparent, reviewing these photographs, that 
neither the building nor the missile are visible from most accessible vantage points.  The view from those closer vantage points will include the existing 
military buildings as well as the new Missile Assembly Building and missile.  The new buildings will be seen in the context of the existing military 
facilities. 

 P-T-0009.11 Socioeconomic 3.1.10.4 An evaluation of quality of life is outside the scope of this document.  
 P-T-0009.12 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 

potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 
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Henize, Dennis P-T-0010.01 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 Appendix G of the Draft SEIS described the method of establishing a Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the 
available land launch trajectory type of missiles and distance to populated areas or structures.  Less operational constraints, such as permissible wind 
conditions at the time of launch and the reaction time of the range safety officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard Area.  
Conversely, more operational constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the operational 
constraints associated with it are established for each site to ensure that the launch can be safely conducted.  This is done in accordance with Air Force 
Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less 
than the average public exposure.  An Launch Hazard Area of 4.5 miles was never proposed for the Hera launch sites at Santa Rosa, Cape San Blas or 
Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys.  The 4.5 mile figure was originally associated wit the Fort Wingate launch site.  However, even at Fort Wingate, the 
eventual Launch Hazard Area was significantly less than 4.5 miles Northeast of the launch site due to the existence of a school or residence. 

 P-T-0010.02 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0010.03 Safety 3.1.9.4 An inquiry is held following any launch mishap to fully document and understand all system anomalies.  No launch will be scheduled until all issues 
raised during the inquiry are resolved. 

 P-T-0010.04 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a 
Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 

 P-T-0010.05 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 We acknowledge but do not agree with Dr. David Wright’s conclusions. 

 P-T-0010.06 Noise/Air 
Quality 

3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area is defined as an area within which all missile debris would be confined.  The areas affected by various levels of launch 
emissions and noise are determined through separate and independent analyses.  Each of these analyses is used to determine the overall safety of the 
program.   

 P-T-0010.07 Noise-Keys 3.1.9.4 
3.3.8.4 

The 2.0 pounds per square foot explosion is due to a complete Hera stage 2 impacting the ground or the water.  In the case of a mishap, the Range Safety 
Officer may prescribe destroying the second stage prior to impact to prevent this explosion. 

 P-T-0010.08 Air Quality-Keys 3.3.1.4 The TSCREEN PUFF model predicts concentrations at various distances from the launch point.  For a normal launch, there were no exceedances.  For a 
launch mishap scenario, TSCREEN PUFF indicated potential exceedance beyond the Launch Hazard Area.  In that case, per Environmental Protection 
Agency guidance, the more refined model, Open-Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion Model, indicated that there would not be exceedance beyond the 
Launch Hazard Area. 

Rosenblatt, Sol P-T-0011.01 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited in 
the vicinity of the launch pad..  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from the 
Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2. 
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 P-T-0011.02 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

The volume of hydrogen chloride emitted by the target missile in the volume of air it transits is negligible; not enough to contribute to acid rain.  The 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch 
cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary 
constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in 
scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 
3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition 
rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  
The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch 
pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation 
Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate 
near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride 
present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were 
conservative in that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets 
(as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on 
nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-T-0011.03 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.4 
3.3.3.4 

Comment noted. 

 P-T-0011.04 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

Hydrogen chloride is one of the primary exhaust products from solid rocket motor combustion.  At ambient temperatures and pressure, hydrogen chloride 
is very soluble in water.  It readily dissolves in water to form hydrochloric acid.  This reaction is exothermic, that is it generates heat.  However, under the 
conditions which are present in the rocket’s exhaust plume, less than 20 percent of the hydrogen chloride reacts with water to form hydrochloric acid in 
sufficient size to fall to earth.  The remainder of the hydrogen chloride (in excess of 80 percent) will either not combine with water, or will combine with 
water and form microdroplets which are too small to fall out of the cloud.  Therefore the maximum amount of acid which can rain out of any portion of 
the exhaust cloud is less than 20 percent of that portion.  This maximum amount occurs under conditions of excess water, such as occurs during Space 
Shuttle launches.  The proposed action does not include use of water during launches.  As such, the proportion of hydrogen chloride in the exhaust which 
would form hydrochloric acid would be expected to be less than the proportion of the Space Shuttle’s SRBM’s that undergo a similar reaction. 

 P-T-0011.05 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

There are no “readings” in the predictions of hydrogen chloride deposition.  These predictions are the product of predictive mathematical modeling. 

 P-T-0011.06 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

Hydrogen chloride is one of the primary exhaust products from solid rocket motor combustion.  At ambient temperatures and pressure, hydrogen chloride 
is very soluble in water.  It readily dissolves in water to form hydrochloric acid.  This reaction is exothermic, that is it generates heat.  However, under the 
conditions which are present in the rocket’s exhaust plume, less than 20 percent of the hydrogen chloride reacts with water to form hydrochloric acid in 
sufficient size to fall to earth.  The remainder of the hydrogen chloride (in excess of 80 percent) will either not combine with water, or will combine with 
water and form microdroplets which are too small to fall out of the cloud.  Therefore the maximum amount of acid which can rain out of any portion of 
the exhaust cloud is less than 20 percent of that portion.  This maximum amount occurs under conditions of excess water, such as occurs during Space 
Shuttle launches.  The proposed action does not include use of water during launches.  As such, the proportion of hydrogen chloride in the exhaust which 
would form hydrochloric acid would be expected to be less than the proportion of the Space Shuttle’s SRBM’s that undergo a similar reaction. 
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 P-T-0011.07 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.3. 

If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would 
result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Depending on the buffering capacity of the receiving water, rainfall may result in an increase in surface 
water acidity.  Surface water acidity ranging from approximately pH 4.0 to 6.0 is generally believed to result in stress to marine life and possibly death 
(National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 1990).  The degree and duration of any increased acidity in surface waters would depend on several 
variables, including surface water volume and alkalinity, as well as the amount and pH level of rainfall..  The pH of shallow marine waters near Santa 
Rosa Island is approximately 8.0.  Marine waters in the vicinity of Santa Rosa Island range from a low of 7.2 in eastern Pensacola Bay to a high of 8.2 in 
central Pensacola Bay.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 93 mg/L calcium carbonate in the central Pensacola Bay to a high of 97 
mg/L calcium carbonate near the mouth of Pensacola Bay (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1994).  Project-related changes in pH of 
shallow marine waters near Santa Rosa Island were estimated for the purposes of impact analysis.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of 
the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal 
conditions).  Existing surface water pH and alkalinity levels were assumed to be 7.2 and 93 mg/L calcium carbonate, respectively.  Under these 
circumstances, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in a slight decrease in pH from 7.2 to approximately 7.1 within the upper six 
inches of the water surface and would quickly dissipate with additional rainfall and mixing of the surface waters.  

 P-T-0011.08 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 Models use mathematical formulas to calculate the probable result of a series of factors that may affect emissions dispersion.  These include such things 
as:  wind speed, humidity, release height of the emissions, atmospheric stability, and mixing layer altitude, among others.  For the purposes of this 
analysis we varied each model parameter to produce the most conservative (worst) result for each step in the model.  The result was the highest possible 
predicted concentration and the greatest distance that could result from the launch of a Hera missile at any location.  The results did not reflect the climate 
of Utah, the Keys, or any other specific location, but the worst possible combination of climatic conditions.  Though the results are greater emission 
concentrations than would be realistically 

 P-T-0011.09 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 During normal launch events, there would be no unburned solid rocket propellant.  If a mishap were to occur, any unburned propellant that was 
considered toxic to habitats or wildlife would be recovered and disposed according to Department of Defense regulations.  See section 1.1.9 (Safety), of 
the Final SEIS for a further discussion of potential toxicological effects. 

 P-T-0011.10 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 If a launch mishap did occur, it is possible that unburned propellant and debris could enter coastal waters.  Although this material would not be 
considered measurably toxic to the environment, consultation with resource agencies would determine if removal and clean-up of debris would be 
necessary or beneficial. 

 P-T-0011.11 Launch mishap--
Keys 

3.1.9.4 Ammonium perchlorate would only be introduced into the Gulf of Mexico in the unlikely event of a launch mishap.  The slow process of hydration 
would continue until the material was completely saturated.  These quantities of ammonium perchlorate distributed over a wide area of the Gulf would 
not be considered toxic to the environment. 

Hoffman, Wayne 
National Audubon 
Society 

P-T-0012.01 Draft SEIS 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed.  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the 
public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making 
process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including 
those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0012.02 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of potential sites in the Florida Keys.  Primary field investigations 
were to verify and supplement existing data.  At each juncture of the logic chain between proposal and impact assessment, where assumptions have been 
used, the most conservative, professionally feasible values was used to assess the location, intensity, or duration of the impact.  If anything, the analysis 
consistently over estimates potential impacts of the proposed action. 

 P-T-0012.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-T-0012.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 This information has been included in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0012.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts to endangered plants at alternative sites in the Florida Keys sites are discussed in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0012.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-T-0012.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 See previous response 
 P-T-0012.08 Launch mishap 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts to biological resources result from a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Final SEIS.  The variables of a launch mishap 

preclude a specific determination of biotic impacts.  Small scale habitat destruction, individual displacement, and incidental mortality are acknowledged 
in the near-field launch area. 
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Hadden, Alexander P-T-0013.01 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and 
available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites.  The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is 
conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  Each equipment failure or human error possibility is considered and incorporated 
into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the 
risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety policies. 

 P-T-0013.02 Safety 3.1.9.4 The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  Each equipment 
failure or human error possibility is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force 
Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety policies. 

 P-T-0013.03 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have 
been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  The Launch Hazard Area has not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed 
for the site, the missile, and the environs around the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the 
Range Safety Officer. 

 P-T-0013.04 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0013.05 Safety 3.1.9.4 
 

The Flight Termination System is a linear shaped charge.  The Flight Termination System is initiated by a radio command from the Range Safety Officer 
using doubly redundant systems.  Stage 2 of the Hera missile is shipped with the Flight Termination System attached to the motor casing.  The Flight 
Termination System is not shipped with initiators attached.  Without initiators, the Flight Termination System would not detonate. 

 P-T-0013.06 Land use-Keys 3.1.9.4 Current test areas on Cape San Blas are similar distances to inhabited areas and test launches have been performed safely with no effects on residents. 

 P-T-0013.07 Alternatives  Platform launch is an alternative being considered in the SEIS. 
 P-T-0013.08 Safety  This proposal is not a departure from safety precautions. 
 P-T-0013.09 Water Quality-

Keys 
3.3.14.4 The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited in 

the vicinity of the launch pad..  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from the 
Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2. 

 P-T-0013.10 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related vehicles) 
of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be 
operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  If program activities were planned for this 
alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours. 

 P-T-0013.11 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related vehicles) 
of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be 
operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  If program activities were planned for this 
alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours. 

 P-T-0013.12 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The target missiles proposed for Theater Missile Defense testing are Minuteman stages I and II.  Over a 30 year operational period, frequent transport of 
Minuteman missile components to and from 1,000 sites never resulted in an explosion.  Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck 
carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a 
probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch.   

 P-T-0013.13 Safety 3.1.9.4 Should one of the sites in the Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, a specific emergency response plan (similar to the example in 
Appendix J) would be prepared and implemented. 

 P-T-0013.14 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 The potential environmental impacts of a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Public safety is a primary concern for 
all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, schools, and residential areas would not 
be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated with missile testing are described in 
section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of the public.  This is done in 
accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and 
collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a Launch Hazard Area as 
described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 
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 P-T-0013.15 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 

 P-T-0013.16 Transportation 3.3.11.4 The target missiles proposed for Theater Missile Defense testing are Minuteman stages I and II.  Over a 30-year operational period, frequent transport of 
Minuteman missile components to and from 1,000 sites never resulted in an explosion. 

 P-T-0013.17 Safety 3.3.11.4 The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The system 
failure mode analysis and attendant risk probability calculations for each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human error possibility 
is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test Center 
commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety policies.   

Blazevic, R. L.  P-T-0014.01 General  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.02 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.03 Transportation-

Keys 
3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related vehicles) 

of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be 
operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  If program activities were planned for this 
alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours. 

 P-T-0014.04 Airspace-Keys 
 

3.3.2.3 Section 3.3.2.3 describes the airspace use affected environment in the Florida Keys.  The high school is outside the Region of Influence and beyond the 
scope of this analysis. 

 P-T-0014.05 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 This issue is beyond the scope of this analysis. 

 P-T-0014.06 Hazardous 
wastes 

3.3.6.4 The toxic dump that you mention is not part of the proposed action or alternatives for this program. 

 P-T-0014.07 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.08 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.09 General  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.10 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.11 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.12 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.13 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.14 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.15 Water Quality-

Keys 
3.3.14.4 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0014.16 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.6.4 
3.3.14.4 

The Theater Missile Defense program would not discharge any pollutants into the Gulf of Mexico. 

 P-T-0014.17 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0014.18 Noise-general 3.1.8.1 
3.3.8.1 

The noise analysis methodology considers ambient noise levels in the analysis of impact.  A given, short duration noise event will be less perceptible in a 
high-noise area than a low-noise area. 

 P-T-0014.19 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0014.20 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
Seese, Bill 
Florida Keys 
National Wildlife 
Refuges 

P-T-0015.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0015.02 Environmental 
Impacts 

 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  
As you are aware, the Florida Keys sites are no longer under consideration as part of the preferred alternative.  If future requirements indicate a need to 
further address potential use of either Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys, additional Federal and state agency consultation will be accomplished for those 
specific areas.   
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 P-T-0015.03 Launch 
activities-Keys 

3.3.3.4 Potential impacts to listed species at alternative sites in the Florida Keys are discussed in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS.  In accordance with Council 
on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts 
resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and available 
data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0015.04 Launch 
activities-Keys 

3.3.3.4 Potential impacts on shorebird and wading bird rookeries are presented in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS.   

 P-T-0015.05 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Military activities associated with Theater Missile Defense site preparation and test preparation on military land would have minimal effect on the 
wilderness area.  The missile launch would be intrusive, but of short duration, no more than once a month. 

 P-T-0015.06 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Military activities associated with Theater Missile Defense site preparation and test preparation on military land would have minimal effect on the 
wilderness area.  The missile launch would be intrusive, but of short duration, no more than once a month. 

 P-T-0015.07 Visual 
Aesthetics-Keys 

3.3.13.4 Military activities associated with Theater Missile Defense site preparation and test preparation on military land would have minimal effect on the 
wilderness area.  The missile launch would be intrusive, but of short duration, no more than once a month. 

 P-T-0015.08 Environmental 
Impacts 

 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0015.09 Noise 3.3.3.4 Studies of launch effects at Cape Canaveral have shown that birds disturbed by launch noise normally return to their nest soon after the launch event. 

 P-T-0015.10 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed.  

Musselman, David P-T-0016.01 Launch mishap--
Keys 

3.2.14.4 
3.3.14.4 

Ammonium perchlorate would only be introduced into the Gulf of Mexico in the unlikely event of a launch mishap.  The slow process of hydration 
would continue until the material was completely saturated.  These quantities of ammonium perchlorate distributed over a wide area of the Gulf would 
not be considered toxic to the environment. 

 P-T-0016.02 Hazardous 
wastes 

3.1.6.4 
3.3.6.4 

There is little literature extant because ammonium perchlorate is not disposed of in the marine environment in the United States.  The Soviet literature 
was a source, not necessarily an endorsement. 

 P-T-0016.03 Water Quality-
Gulf 

3.3.14.4 Aluminum oxide and hydrogen chloride are bound in the solid rocket motor binder matrix, polybutadiene rubber.  This material has the consistency of 
rubber, and will not spill on site.  Aluminum oxide and hydrogen chloride are combustion products and will be deposited on the ground and water in low 
rates after a launch.  This is addressed in the air quality section, the geology and soils section and the water section of the Draft SEIS.  Environmental 
monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their concentrations in the water 
column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations returned to pre-launch levels.  “To 
date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-field deposition rates from Theater 
Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a 
rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly 
with no long-term elevation. 
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 P-T-0016.04 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 On-site flow measurement has not been performed as part of this analysis.  The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous 
environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the 
Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches 
cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the 
interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition 
resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which 
is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one 
percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not 
exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad. 
The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 
7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium 
carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If 
it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would 
result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in 
the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high 
buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels. 

 P-T-0014.05 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.14.4 
3.2.14.4 

The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited in 
the vicinity of the launch pad..  The Hera near field deposition rates do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  Deposition of 1.64.g/m2 on brackish or sea water will not 
decrease the pH level. 

 P-T-0016.06 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 A detailed discussion of the various risks associated with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role 
of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and 
procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  
Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 

 P-T-0016.07 Safety 3.1.9.4 Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9.4 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety 
of the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be 
protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to 
establish a Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS. 

 P-T-0016.08 Natural 
Resources 

3.3.3.4 Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations to avoid or minimize potential environmental impacts will be identified in the Record of 
Decision.  A mitigation plan, prepared in consultation with Federal and state resource agencies, will be developed and implemented prior to initial site 
preparation and test activities.  Additional mitigations for wetlands have been included in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0016.09 Irreversible 3.1._.4 
3.2._.4 
3.3._.4 

Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations 
section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Depending on the specific resource, cumulative impacts may or may not be additive in 
nature.  For example, the utilities used by program activities would be fully additive, deposition of launch emissions on nearby soil would be somewhat 
additive, and noise events separated by a one month period would not be additive.  Small scale habitat destruction, individual displacement, and 
incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.  See sections 3.1.3.4, 3.2.3.4, and 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 
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 P-T-0016.10 launch emissions 3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch 
cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary 
constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in 
scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 
3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition 
rates from the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  
The near field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch 
pad.  The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation 
Key.  Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate 
near Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride 
present in the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were 
conservative in that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets 
(as opposed to a maximum of 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on 
nearby surface waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2  over the area of 
this water body would not decrease the pH more than 0.1 unit.  

 P-T-006.11 launch emissions 3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

See previous response. 

 P-T-0016.12 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.4 
3.3.1.4 

Hydrogen chloride is one of the primary exhaust products from solid rocket motor combustion.  At ambient temperatures and pressure, hydrogen chloride 
is very soluble in water.  It readily dissolves in water to form hydrochloric acid.  This reaction is exothermic; that is, it generates heat.  However, under 
the conditions which are present in the rocket’s exhaust plume, less than 20 percent of the hydrogen chloride reacts with water to form hydrochloric acid 
in sufficient size to fall to earth.  The remainder of the hydrogen chloride (in excess of 80 percent) will either not combine with water, or will combine 
with water and form microdroplets that are too small to fall out of the cloud.  Therefore, the maximum amount of acid which can rain out of any portion 
of the exhaust cloud is less than 20 percent of that portion. 

Poole, Lizzy 
Women’s 
International 
League for Peace 
and Freedom 

P-T-0017.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-T-0017.02 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0017.03 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0017.04 Safety-Keys  Cruise missiles are not a part of the Theater Missile Defense test program. 
Smith, R.C. P-T-0018.01 Safety 3.1.9.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0018.02 Safety  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0018.03 Alternatives 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Weeks, Vicki P-T-0019.01 DOPAA 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0019.02 DOPAA 1.0 See previous response. 
 P-T-0019.03 DOPAA 1.0 See previous response. 
 P-T-0019.04 Program  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0019.05 Program  Comment noted. 
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 P-T-0019.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-T-0019.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Based on an evaluation of Theater Missile Defense test activities on biological resources at each site for the proposed and alternative actions, the 
existence of extant plant and wildlife species would not be jeopardized. 

 P-T-0019.08 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 Potential impacts of launch emissions on the environment are addressed in several sections of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Potential biological impacts are 
presented in sections 3.1.3.4, 3.1.2.4, and 3.3.3.4. 

 P-T-0019.09 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Based on an evaluation of Theater Missile Defense test activities on biological resources at each site for the proposed and alternative actions, the 
existence of extant plant and wildlife species would not be jeopardized.  

 P-T-0019.10 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Comment noted.   
 P-T-0019.11 Alternatives-

Keys 
1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0019.12 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 See previous response. 

 P-T-0019.13 DOPAA  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Henize, Tina P-T-0020.01 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility 
there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that 
mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area.  The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private 
property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  The Launch Hazard Area has 
not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the environs around the site.  As stated previously, the 
more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the Range Safety Officer.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the longer he or she has to 
react; but react they will for the Launch Hazard Area being used.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on the 
basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and 
magnitude) .  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or 
could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch 
would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community. 

 P-T-0020.02 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 The Final SEIS incorporates technical amendments, editorial revisions and typographical corrections.   
 P-T-0020.03 Draft SEIS 3.3.7.3 See previous response. 
 P-T-0020.04 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 

potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0020.05 Safety 3.1.9.4 
 

The Safety sections (3.1.9.4 and 3.3.9.4) of the SEIS provide a discussion of the human and ecological risks of the proposed test program under normal 
and mishap conditions.  Potential impacts of a catastrophic failure under a full range of mishap scenarios is presented for each environmental resource. 

 P-T-0020.06 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have 
been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the environs around 
the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the Range Safety Officer.  Should the Keys be selected, 
an emergency response plan would be developed in cooperation with local emergency response authorities for the Florida Keys prior to any launches. 

 P-T-0020.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Small scale habitat destruction, individual displacement, and incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.  See sections 3.1.3.4, 
3.2.3.4, and 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0020.08 Draft SEIS 3.3.3.4 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0020.09 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-T-0020.10 Airspace 3.3.2.3 Restricted area R.2916 is located above Cudjoe Key and extends from the surface to 14,000 ft.  See section 3.3.2 Final SEIS.   
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 P-T-0020.11 DOPAA 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0020.12 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0020.13 Draft SEIS  See response above. 
 P-T-0020.14 Alternatives-

Keys 
1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0020.15 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 

3.1.9.4. 

Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9.4 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety 
of the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be 
protected to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to 
establish a Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.3.2.3 in the SEIS.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to 
launch on the basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind 
direction and magnitude) .  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific 
launch site or could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local 
agencies, the launch would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community.  

Zachariah, Dale P-T-0021.01 DOPAA 1.4 For alternative target launch sites in the Florida Keys, a maximum of twelve launches per year could be scheduled. 
 P-T-0021.02 Biology-Keys 3.2.3.3 This map, figure 3.2.3-1 displays a general view of some of the sensitive species and habitats in the Gulf to assist in the understanding of potential 

impacts of launch and intercept testing relative to identified Launch Hazard Areas.  Maps showing the specific location of sensitive species and habitats 
in the Keys are found in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0021.03 DOPAA 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0019.04 Safety 3.1.9.4 Section 3.1.9.4 of the Draft SEIS addresses this scenario.  Safety distances established by the Explosive Safety Quantity-Distance ensure that the public 
would be protected if there is lightning strike. 

 P-T-0021.05 Socioeconomics 2.1.1.2.2 Platform piers frequently provide a beneficial habitat for fish. 
 

 P-T-0021.06 Program 1.0 Section 1 of the Final SEIS provides the overall Purpose and Need for the Theater Missile Defense test program. 
 P-T-0021.07 Program  Comment noted. 

 
 P-T-0021.08 Program  Comment noted. 
Simms, Mark & 
Amy 

P-T-0022.01 General-Keys  Comment noted. 

 P-T-0022.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0022.03 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0022.04 Environment-
Keys 

1.0 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 
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 P-T-0022.05 Safety 3.1.9.4 The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  Each equipment 
failure or human error possibility is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force 
Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety policies.  The 
Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on the basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, 
etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and magnitude).  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the 
maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than 
those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would 
pose a safety threat to the local community. 

 P-T-0022.06 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 See previous response. 
 P-T-0022.07 General  Comment noted. 
Biddle, Joel 
Reef Relief 

P-T-0023.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0023.02 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 
3.3.10.4 
3.3.12.4 
 

An evaluation of the potential impacts of the Theater Missile Defense test program alternatives on highway traffic, housing and utilities is presented in 
the Draft and Final SEIS (sections 3.3.11, 3.3.10, and 3.3.12 respectively).  Although impacts were identified, the program requirements for these 
resources could be accommodated by the capacity of existing resource systems (highway capacity, permanent and temporary housing stock, utility 
systems) without affecting their performance or system integrity.    

 P-T-0023.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Normal launch activities would not affect the reef ecosystem.  In the unlikely case of a launch mishap, no debris would fall on reef tracts which are 
outside the Launch Hazard Area.  The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-
jurisdictional wetlands affected by the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers in coordination with the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during 
the final planning and design process.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations to avoid or minimize potential environmental impacts 
will be identified in the Record of Decision.  A mitigation plan, prepared in consultation with Federal and state resource agencies, will be developed and 
implemented prior to initial site preparation and test activities.  Additional mitigations for wetlands have been included in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final 
SEIS. 

 P-T-0023.04 Land use-Keys  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0023.05 Draft SEIS 3.3.10.4 The potential impacts of noise, airspace and water clearance, public safety and economic activities are all issues that have been evaluated and presented 

in the Draft and Final SEIS.  An evaluation of quality of life is beyond the scope of this analysis. 
 P-T-0023.06 DOPAA 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Pike, Malcolm P-T-0024.01 Intercept debris  Intercepts are proposed to occur over the waters of the Gulf of Mexico.  No intercepts are proposed to occur over land or in the vicinity of the Florida 
Keys.  The debris, and any gas possibly resulting from a successful intercept, would fall into predetermined areas of the Gulf of Mexico. 

 P-T-0024.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

Gouldy, Ralph 
Monroe County 
Growth 
Management 
Division 

P-T-0025.01 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The planning and siting process for the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program in the Eglin Gulf Test Range considered many factors in 
identifying alternative sites including mission requirements, environmental conservation, human and ecological health and land use compatibility.  The 
alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 
military use.  New military uses in these areas are permitted.  Should either of these sites be selected, consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies would establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas.  State and local regulatory requirements, many of 
which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on military land comply with applicable Federal 
regulations. 

 P-T-0025.02 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The alternative actions proposed in the Florida Key have not been planned and would not be further considered without close consultation and 
coordination with state and local resource agencies.   

 P-T-0025.03 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 State and local regulatory requirements, many of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 
military land comply with Federal regulation. 

 P-T-0025.04 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 See previous response. 
 P-T-0025.05 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 See previous response. 



Table 5.3-2: Responses to Transcript Comments (Continued) 
 

5-296 

Commentor and 
Affiliation 

Comment 
Number 

Resource Area Reference 
Section / Page

RESPONSE  

 P-T-0025.06 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 See previous response. 
 P-T-0025.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 See previous response. 
 P-T-0025.08 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 

military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges (see 
section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies. 

 P-T-0025.09 Launch activity  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0025.10 Launch activity  Should one of the sites in the Florida Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, no more than 12 launch events would occur in any year.  
There is no plan to establish a permanent presence should the Florida Keys be selected.  Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and 
environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and 
Final SEIS.  Depending on the specific resource, cumulative impacts may or may not be additive in nature.  For example, the utilities used by program 
activities would be fully additive, deposition of launch emissions on nearby soil would be somewhat additive, and noise events separated by a one month 
period would not be additive. 

 P-T-0025.11 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 State and local regulatory requirements, many of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 
military land comply with Federal regulation. 

 P-T-0025.12 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected by 
the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination with 
the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and design 
process. 

 P-T-0025.13 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 State and local regulatory requirements, many of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 
military land comply with Federal regulation. 

 P-T-0025.14 Land Use-Keys v See response above. 
Ehrenreiter, Barbara P-T-0026.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0026.02 Program 1.0 The Purpose and Need section of the Final SEIS presents the overall justification for the Theater Missile Defense program.  
 P-T-0026.03 Program  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0026.04 Program  Comment noted. 
Lunden, Blue 
Unitarian Universal 
Fellowship  

P-T-0027.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-T-0027.02 Safety 2.1.3.2.3. 
3.1.9.4 

If the Florida Keys alternative is selected, Sugarloaf Key is proposed as an instrumentation site.  Public safety is a primary concern for all range 
operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, schools and residential areas would not be at 
increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated with missile testing are described in section 
3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of the public.  This is done in accordance with 
Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk 
significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a Launch Hazard Area as described in 
section 2.1.3..2.3 in the SEIS.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on the basis of system factors (propellant 
type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and magnitude).  If this launch-specific Launch 
Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal 
land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch would be delayed or canceled.  No test event 
would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community. 
 

Leslie, John P-T-0028.01 Safety 3.1.9.4 Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure. 
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Miller, Archer P-T-0029.01 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.2.14.4 
3.3.14.4 
 

The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  
Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near 
Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in 
the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in 
that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to 
approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface 
waters would result in no appreciable decrease in the pH levels.  There would be no appreciable decrease in pH levels hence no stress on the marine life 
in the vicinity. 

 P-T-0029.02 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.3 
3.1.1.4.1 
3.1.9.4 

The prevailing winds have historically averaged 2 meters per second (7 feet per second) in a southeasterly direction in the summer and 4 meters per 
second (12 feet per second) in a northeasterly direction in the winter in the Florida Keys.  These conditions were used in the calculations of exhaust 
depositions.  The TSCREEN PUFF model predicts concentrations at various distances from the launch point.  For a normal launch, there were no 
exceedances.  For a launch mishap scenario, TSCREEN PUFF indicated potential exceedance beyond the Launch Hazard Area.  In that case, per 
Environmental Protection Agency guidance, the more refined model, Open-Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion Model, indicated that there would not be 
exceedance beyond the Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0029.03 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The Launch Hazard Area does not require closing of Highway 1.  If the Cudjoe Key alternative were to be selected, Blimp Road north of Asturias would 
be closed no linger than four hours per launch event.. 

Hendrick, Muriel P-T-0030.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 Comment noted. 

Robinson, Annie P-T-0031.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
Orlandi, Robin 
Reef Relief 

P-T-0032.01 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and 
available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  Primary field investigations 
were to verify and supplement existing data. 

 P-T-0032.02 Launch activity  Should one of the sites in the Florida Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, no more than 12 launch events would occur in any year.  
There is no plan to establish a permanent presence should the Florida Keys be selected.  Cumulative impacts for each project alternative and 
environmental resource are presented at the end of the Environmental Impacts and Mitigations section for each resource in chapter 3 of the Draft and 
Final SEIS.  Depending on the specific resource, cumulative impacts may or may not be additive in nature.  For example, the utilities used by program 
activities would be fully additive, deposition of launch emissions on nearby soil would be somewhat additive, and noise events separated by a one month 
period would not be additive. 

 P-T-0032.03 Air quality 3.3.1.4 The most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of potential sites in the Florida Keys.  Primary field investigations 
were to verify and supplement existing data.  The Open-Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion Model is a model that calculates predicted depositions using 
worst case climatological parameters such as wind speed, humidity and temperature.  The results of the model represent the greatest concentrations of 
emissions that could occur under any conditions. 

 P-T-0032.04 Air quality 3.3.1.4 Models use mathematical formulas to calculate the probable result of a series of factors that may affect emissions dispersion.  These include such things 
as:  wind speed, humidity, release height of the emissions, atmospheric stability, and mixing layer altitude, among others.  For the purposes of this 
analysis we varied each model parameter to produce the most conservative ( worst) result for each step in the model.  The result was the highest possible 
predicted concentration and the greatest distance that could result from the launch of a Hera missile at any location.  The results did not reflect the climate 
of New Mexico, the Keys, or any other specific location, but the worst possible combination of climatic conditions.  The calculated results yield greater 
emission concentrations than would be realistically be expected. 

 P-T-0032.05 Air Quality 3.3.1.4 For the purpose of air quality analysis, a missile launch is considered a single emission source and event.  The period between launches is long enough to 
fully disperse emissions within the region with no cumulative effects. 

 P-T-0032.06 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle.  Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with no long-term elevation. 
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 P-T-0032.07 Water Quality-
Keys launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that following Shuttle launches the pH levels in nearby water bodies returned to normal 
within 24 to 72 hours.  The predicted near-field deposition rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates 
for the Space Shuttle.  Deposition of hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 
unit.  At this rate, water pH levels would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly with no long-term elevation. 

 P-T-0032.08 Water Quality-
Keys launch 
emissions 

3.3.14.4 Oxygen capacity of waters surrounding the Keys would not be measurably affected by Theater Missile Defense test launch activities. 

 P-T-0032.09 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch 
cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary 
constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in 
scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 
3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  This is one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from 
the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near 
field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The 
Hera hydrogen chloride deposition rates and areas are so much smaller than those of the Shuttle that there is a qualitative difference between the 
environmental impacts of the two.  The predicted far-field deposition rates are low enough to warrant the conclusion that dilution is the solution. 

 P-T-0032.10 Biology-Keys 3.3.14.4 Normal launch activities would not affect the reef ecosystem.  In the unlikely case of a launch mishap, no debris would fall on reef tracts which are 
outside the Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0032.11 Water Quality 
keys 

3.3.14.4 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has prepared numerous environmental impact assessments and conducted long term environmental 
monitoring to support the decisions to conduct rocket launches from the Kennedy Space Center, FL.  These launch activities occur in a physical 
environment similar to that of the Florida Keys.  The Space Shuttle launches cause local environmental impacts primarily through formation of a launch 
cloud that produces acidic deposition.  This launch cloud results from the interaction of exhaust of the solid rocket boosters and deluge water.  Primary 
constituents include aluminum oxide and hydrochloric acid.  The deposition resulting from a Shuttle launch and from a Hera launch differ primarily in 
scale.  The total exhaust from a Shuttle is 2,427,000 pounds, 460,000 of which is hydrogen chloride.  The total exhaust from a Hera is 13,820 pounds, 
3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride.  This is one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from 
the Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2.  This is 1.3 percent of the deposition rate of the Shuttle.  The near 
field for the Shuttle is considered 1.5 kilometers from the launch pad.  The near field from the Hera launch would be 60 meters from the launch pad.  The 
Hera hydrogen chloride deposition rates and areas are so much smaller than those of the Shuttle that there is a qualitative difference between the 
environmental impacts of the two.  The predicted far-field deposition rates are low enough to warrant the conclusion that dilution is the solution. 

 P-T-0032.12 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle.  This small quantity of 
deposition for a brief period of time would not contribute to eutrophication.   

 P-T-0032.13 Alternatives  No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed.  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the 
public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making 
process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including 
those in the Florida Keys.  Missile testing in the Eglin Gulf Test Range is being considered because of the potential benefits of such testing to the 
development of the Theater Missile Defense programs, not necessarily for the benefit of the Keys.  There may, however, be some coincidental economic 
benefit to segments of the Keys economy 

Allen, Joe P-T-0033.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
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 P-T-0033.02 Transportation-
Keys 

3.1.11.4 
3.3.11.4 

The ability to control the movement of missile components is important to the overall safety of the proposed Theater Missile Defense testing system.  A 
specific evacuation plan for the missile and other test-related components and non-critical personnel would be implemented at the first notice of potential 
hurricane activity,.  This would assure that Theater Missile Defense-related evacuation movements would precede standard public evacuation plans and 
would not interfere with the planned process. 

 P-T-0033.03 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

Halloran, George P-T-0034.01 Alternatives-
Keys 

 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0034.02 Draft SEIS  One of the purposes of the National Environmental Protection Agency process is to provide the public with an opportunity to identify potential issues and 
concerns that could result from a proposed project, and to review and comment on the subsequent evaluation of those issues.  All comments and 
communications from the public are considered throughout the evaluation period.  

 P-T-0034.03 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  
Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near 
Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in 
the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in 
that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to 
approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface 
waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.   
There would be no decrease in pH levels hence no stress on the marine life in the vicinity. 

 P-T-0034.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts to biological resources as a result of a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Final SEIS.  
 P-T-0034.05 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 The object of the Air Force safety program is to minimize exposure to risk by service personnel and members of the public.  The evacuation of a Launch 

Hazard Area insures that no non-mission essential personnel would be exposed to missile mishap debris.  Active flight termination would ensure that no 
debris would land outside the Launch Hazard Area.  Therefore, no people would be killed or injured due to missile testing. 
 

 P-T-0034.06 Biology-General 3.1.3.3 This information has been included in section 3.1.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0034.07 Biology-General  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0034.08 General  Comment noted. 
Colburn, Carol P-T-0035.01 Alternatives-

Keys 
 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0035.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Eliot, Robert P-T-0036.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
Nelson, Harriet P-T-0037.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0037.02 Draft SEIS  No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Casella, Loraine P-T-0038.01 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.3 State and local regulatory requirements, many of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 
military land comply with Federal regulation. 

 P-T-0038.02 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 
3.1.9.4 

Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would ensure that population centers, 
schools, and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a 
Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.3.2.3 in the SEIS.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on 
the basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and 
magnitude) .  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or 
could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch 
would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community. 
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 P-T-0038.03 Noise 3.3.8.4 The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible.  See 
section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS for additional discussion of potential noise impacts 

Henize, Tina P-T-0039.01 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Comment Noted.  The Final SEIS incorporates technical amendments, editorial revisions and typographical corrections. 
 P-T-0039.02 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 

potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0039.03 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a 
Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.3.2.3 in the SEIS.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on 
the basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and 
magnitude) .  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or 
could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch 
would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community. 

 P-T-0039.04 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area is drawn to protect community resources.  The size of a Launch Hazard Area is a function of the flexibility the Range Safety 
Officer has.  The larger the Launch Hazard Area, the more flexibility there is in terms of acceptable launch conditions and anomaly response time.  The 
fixed variable is the commitment to conduct all test activities so that mishap debris does not exit the designated Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0039.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and 
available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  

 P-T-0039.06 Biology-Keys 3.1.3.4 
3.2.3.4 
3.3.3.4 

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  
Small scale habitat destruction, individual displacement, and incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.  See sections 3.1.3.4, 
3.2.3.4, and 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS.  Far-field deposition is sufficiently dispersed and variable to launch that successive launches seldom affect the 
same areas.  No changes in plant community or structure due to cumulative effects of far-field deposition have been seen. 

 P-T-0039.07 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.2.14.4 
3.3.14.4 

Environmental monitoring at Kennedy Space Center has shown that during the period of reduced pH, metals became more soluble and their 
concentrations in the water column increased dramatically.  As normal pH levels returned to the area (within 24 to 72 hours), metal concentrations 
returned to pre-launch levels.  “To date no long-term elevations of metal concentrations on the water column have been observed.”  The predicted near-
field deposition rates from Theater Missile Defense testing will be less than 1 percent of the deposition rates for the Space Shuttle.  Deposition of 
hydrogen chloride from a Hera launch, at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2 , would decrease pH by no more than 0.1 unit.  At this rate, water pH levels 
would return to pre-launch levels very rapidly.  Cumulative impacts resulting from launch tests are addressed in sections 3.1.3, 3.2.3, 3.3.3 of the Final 
SEIS.  It is acknowledged that some small but permanent changes in plant diversity and vegetation cover could result from the test program. 

 P-T-0039.08 DOPAA 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  The National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision after the 
Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0039.09 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Freeman, Shirley 
Commissioner of 
Monroe County  

P-T-0040.01 Alternatives  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Girard, Geraldo P-T-0041.01 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0041.02 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The environmental setting of the Florida Keys is described in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 
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 P-T-0041.03 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.1.14.3 
3.3.14.3 

We recognize the area’s designation as an “area of critical state concern” and have designed the proposal to avoid or minimize potential environmental 
impacts. 

 P-T-0041.04 Land Use-Keys   3.3.7.4 State and local regulatory requirements, many of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 
military land comply with Federal regulation.  The planning and siting process for the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program in the Eglin Gulf 
Test Range considered many factors in identifying alternative sites including mission requirements, environmental conservation, human and ecological 
health and land use compatibility.  The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the 
Department of Defense and are designated for military use.  New military uses in these areas are permitted.  Should either of these sites be selected, 
consultation with Federal and state resource agencies would establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas.    

 P-T-0041.05 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The importance of Highway 1 to the Florida Keys has been recognized.  An early alternative site was eliminated because it would have required closing 
Highway 1. 

 P-T-0041.06 Utilities-Keys 3.3.12.4 Comment noted.  The Theater Missile Defense test program would not affect existing or future utility corridors. 
 P-T-0041.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The Launch Hazard Area for the alternative target launch sites on the Keys does overlap the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary; about 4.3 percent 

of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is in the Cudjoe Key Launch Hazard Area and 1.6 percent of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
is in the Launch Hazard Area for the Saddlebunch Keys (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary are permitted but would require specific consultation.  Should either of these sites be selected, consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies would establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas.  Consultation with the Director of the National 
Marine Sanctuary began early in the planning process for the Theater Missile Defense 

 P-T-0041.08 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 
military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges (see 
section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with appropriate Federal and state 
resource agencies.  See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.3 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations 
will be documented in the Record of Decision.  This mitigation plan, which would avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts on protected areas, would 
be developed and implemented prior to initiating site preparation and test activities. 

 P-T-0041.09 Air Quality-Keys 3.3.1.3 The climate of the Keys is addressed in section 3.3.1.3 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0041.10 launch emissions 3.3.1.3 The prevailing winds have historically averaged 0.8 meters per second (3 feet per second) in a southerly direction in the summer and 0.7 meters per 

second (2 feet per second) in a northerly direction in the winter in the vicinity of Santa Rosa Island; 0.7 meters per second (2 feet per second) in a 
southerly direction in the summer and 0.8 meters per second (3 feet per second) in a southeasterly direction in the winter in the vicinity of Cape San Blas; 
and 2 meters per second (7 feet per second) in a southeasterly direction in the summer and 4 meters per second (12 feet per second) in a northeasterly 
direction in the winter in the Florida Keys.  These conditions were used in the calculations of exhaust depositions. 

 P-T-0041.11 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The presence of the Silver Rice Rat at alternative sites in the Keys is discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0041.12 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The habitat of the Lower Keys Marsh Rabbit is discussed in section 3.3.3.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0041.13 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The environmental setting of the Florida Keys, including hardwood hammocks and pine rocklands, is described in section 3.3.3.3 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0041.14 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 The 404 (b) (1) permit process would be used to evaluate and minimize any potential impacts on jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional wetlands affected by 

the proposed or alternative actions for Theater Missile Defense testing.  This permit, issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in coordination with 
the State of Florida, would evaluate specific areas affected by the program once they are more precisely defined during the final planning and design 
process.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations to avoid or minimize potential environmental impacts will be identified in the Record 
of Decision.  A mitigation plan, prepared in consultation with Federal and state resource agencies, will be developed and implemented prior to initial site 
preparation and test activities.  Additional mitigations for wetlands have been included in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0041.15 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Cofer, Elizabeth P-T-0042.01 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on Highway 1 in the Draft SEIS forecast an increase in traffic volume by 2005 (including Theater Missile 
Defense-related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the 
segments of U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  If program 
activities were planned for this alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours. 
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 P-T-0042.02 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Scheduling of missile transport and other Theater Missile Defense test-related traffic would be coordinated with local agencies to avoid peak traffic hours 
and minimize potential effects on local traffic movement.  Emergency vehicles would not be affected by Theater Missile Defense test activities, since 
they will not close the highway. 

 P-T-0042.03 Safety-Keys 3.3.11.4 The ability to control the movement of missile components is important to the overall safety of the proposed Theater Missile Defense testing system.  A 
specific evacuation plan for the missile and other test-related components and non-critical personnel would be implemented at the first notice of potential 
hurricane activity, before official hurricane watch and warning announcements.  This would ensure that Theater Missile Defense-related evacuation 
movements would precede standard public evacuation plans and would not interfere with the planned process. 

 P-T-0042.04 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The target missiles proposed for Theater Missile Defense testing are Minuteman stages I and II.  Over a 30-year operational period, frequent transport of 
Minuteman missile components to and from 1,000 sites never resulted in an explosion.  Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck 
carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a 
probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch.   

 P-T-0042.05 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Should one of the sites in the Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, a site-specific emergency response plan (similar to the example in 
appendix J) would be prepared and implemented. 

 P-T-0042.06 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and 
available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0042.07 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on Highway 1 in the Draft SEIS forecast an increase in traffic volume by 2005 (including Theater Missile 
Defense-related vehicles) of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the 
segments of U.S. 1 would be operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  Traffic forecasts for 
segments of U.S. 1 have been adjusted in the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0042.08 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The missile components would be shipped in standard freight transports (tractor-trailers) and would not require a convoy.  Scheduling of missile transport 
and other Theater Missile Defense test-related traffic would be coordinated with local agencies to avoid peak traffic hours and minimize potential effects 
on local traffic movement.  Local law enforcement personnel would be expected to maintain order for this program no less than any other activity. 

 P-T-0042.09 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Henize, Dennis P-T-0043.01 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have 
been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  The Launch Hazard Area has not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed 
for the site, the missile, and the environs around the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the 
Range Safety Officer. 

 P-T-0043.02 Noise/Air 
quality 

 The Launch Hazard Area is defined as an area within which all missile debris would be confined.  The areas affected by various levels of launch 
emissions and noise are determined through separate and independent analyses.  Each of these analyses is used to determine the overall safety of the 
program. 

 P-T-0043.03 Noise 3.3.8.4 The 2.0 psf explosion is due to a complete Hera stage 2 impacting the ground or the water.  In the case of a mishap, the Range Safety Officer may 
prescribe destroying the second stage prior to impact to prevent this explosion. 

 P-T-0043.04 Air quality-Keys 3.3.8.4 
3.1.9.4 

As sections 3.1.1.4.1 and 3.1.9.4 of the Draft SEIS explain, the TSCREEN PUFF model predicts concentrations at various distances from the launch 
point.  For a normal launch, there were no exceedances.  For a launch mishap scenario, TSCREEN PUFF indicated potential exceedance beyond the 
Launch Hazard Area.  In that case, per Environmental Protection Agency guidance, the more refined model, Open-Burn Open-Detonation Dispersion 
Model, indicated that there would not be exceedance beyond the Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0043.05 Noise-general 3.3.8.1 
3.1.9.4 

The SEIS provides both single event levels and weighted averages to provide as much information on noise occurrences and effects as possible.  See 
section 3.1.9.4 of the Final SEIS for additional discussion of potential noise impacts.  Noise contours included in the Draft and Final SEIS present 
potential noise impacts to a distance of 5.6 miles. 

 P-T-0043.06 Noise-Keys 3.3.8.3 Restricted area R.2916 is located above Cudjoe Key and extends from the surface to 14,000 ft.  See section 3.3.2 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0043.07 Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 
3.3.13.4 The Aerostat flies to transmit TV Marti in the early mornings, and then is lowered in the late morning.  The balloon is down and visibly present as often 

as not.  The perceived degree of change is subjective.  To assist in the comparison of vistas, visual simulations have been provided in sections 3.1.1.3.4 
and  3.3.13.4 of the Final SEIS to illustrate potential visual impacts of Theater Missile Defense facilities. 
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 P-T-0043.08 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed.  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the 
public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making 
process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including 
those in the Florida Keys. 

Musselman, David P-T-0044.01 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.1.4 
3.3.14.4 

The total exhaust from a Hera launch is 13,820 pounds, 3,078 pounds of which is hydrogen chloride, with 221 pounds of hydrochloric acid deposited in 
the vicinity of the launch pad..  The Hera emits one half of one percent of the Shuttle exhaust.  Hydrogen chloride near field deposition rates from the 
Shuttle range up to 125g/m2, while those from the Hera do not exceed 1.64g/m2. 

 P-T-0044.02 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.14.4 Deposition of hydrogen chloride at a rate of no more than 1.64g/m2  over the area of this water body would not decrease the pH more than 0.1 unit.  The 
pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  
Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near 
Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in 
the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in 
that 100 percent of the 1,399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to 
approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface 
waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.  There would be no decrease in pH levels hence no stress on the marine life in the vicinity. 

 P-T-0044.03 Launch 
emissions 

3.3.1.4 Hydrogen chloride is one of the primary exhaust products from solid rocket motor combustion.  At ambient temperatures and pressure, hydrogen chloride 
is very soluble in water.  It readily dissolves in water to form hydrochloric acid.  This reaction is exothermic, that is it generates heat.  However, under the 
conditions which are present in the rocket’s exhaust plume, less than 20 percent of the hydrogen chloride reacts with water to form hydrochloric acid in 
sufficient size to fall to earth.  The remainder of the hydrogen chloride (in excess of 80 percent) will either not combine with water, or will combine with 
water and form microdroplets which are too small not to fall out of the cloud.  Therefore the maximum amount of acid which can rain out of any portion 
of the exhaust cloud is less than 20 percent of that portion.  This maximum amount occurs under conditions of excess water, such as occurs during Space 
Shuttle launches.  The proposed action does not include use of water during launches.  As such, the proportion of hydrogen chloride in the exhaust which 
would form hydrochloric acid would be expected to be less than the proportion of the Space Shuttle’s SRBM’s that undergo a similar reaction. 

 P-T-0044.04 Launch 
emissions 

3.1.1.1 The models used for the evaluation of air quality impacts use mathematical models to calculate the probable result of a series of factors that may affect 
emission dispersion.  These include wind speed, humidity, release height of the emissions, atmospheric stability and mixing layer altitudes.  For the 
purpose of this analysis we varied each model parameter to produce the most conservative (worst) result for each step in the model.  The result was the 
highest possible predicted concentration and the greatest distance that could result from the launch of a Hera missile at any location.  The results did not 
reflect the climate of Utah or the Keys, but the worst possible combination of climatic conditions.  The results are greater emission concentrations than 
would be realistically anticipated and serve as a conservative representation of plume mechanics.   

 P-T-0044.05 Launch 
emissions 

 The solid propellant in the first stage of the missile burns at a constant rate from initial launch through burn out.  Since the missile is accelerating from 
the launch pad during its first few seconds of flight, a slightly greater level of emissions occur near the earth’s surface. 

 P-T-0044.06 Water Quality-
Keys 

3.3.13.4 The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  
Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near 
Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in 
the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in 
that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to 
approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface 
waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.  There would be no decrease in pH levels hence no stress on the marine life in the vicinity. 

 P-T-0044.07 Launch mishaps 3.2.13.4 
3.1.9.4 

Ammonium perchlorate would only be introduced into the Gulf of Mexico in the unlikely event of a launch mishap.  The slow process of hydration 
would continue until the material was completely saturated.  These quantities of ammonium perchlorate distributed over a wide area of the Gulf would 
not be considered toxic to the environment. 

 P-T-0044.08 Hazardous 
wastes 

3.2.13.4 Comment noted.  There is little literature extant because ammonium perchlorate is not disposed of in the marine environment in the United States.  The 
Soviet literature was a source, not necessarily an endorsement. 

 P-T-0044.09 Irreversible 3.5 Section 3.5 of the Draft and Final SEIS addresses potential irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.  Small scale habitat destruction, 
individual displacement, and incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.  See sections 3.1.3.4, 3.2.3.4, and 3.3.3.4 of the Final 
SEIS.     
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Hoffman, Wayne P-T-0045.01 Biology-general 3.1.3.3 
3.2.3.3 
3.3.3.3 

In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  
Potential impacts to biological resources as a result of a launch mishap are addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Draft and Final SEIS.  Section 3.5 of the 
Draft and Final SEIS addresses potential irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.  Small scale habitat destruction, individual displacement, 
and incidental mortality are acknowledged in the near-field launch area.  See sections 3.1.3.4, 3.2.3.4, and 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0045.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

 P-T-0045.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 The listed species presented in the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and are specific to the Region of Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-T-0045.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.3 This information has been included in section 3.3.3.3 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0045.05 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Low pressure sodium lighting away from the beach would be used to minimize potential impacts. 

 P-T-0045.06 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Wildlife that remained in the immediate launch area (near-field) during a test could be affected by launch emissions.  Previous test programs have shown 
that most wildlife leave the launch area prior to a launch event due to human presence and activity, hence the potential for harm is extremely small.  If a 
launch mishap did occur, it is possible that unburned propellant and debris could enter coastal waters.  Although this material would not be considered 
measurably toxic to the environment, consultation with resource agencies would determine if removal and clean-up of debris would be necessary or 
beneficial. 

 P-T-0045.07   In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Hadden, Alexander P-T-0046.01 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0046.02 Safety 3.1.9.4 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and 
available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites.  The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is 
conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The system failure mode analysis and attendant risk probability calculations for 
each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human error possibility is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each 
flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test Center commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air 
Force and Department of Defense safety policies. 

 P-T-0046.03 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 Appendix G of the Draft SEIS described the method of establishing a Launch Hazard Area.  Each Launch Hazard Area is different, depending on the 
available land, launch trajectory, type of missiles, and distance to populated areas or structures.  Fewer operational constraints, such as permissible wind 
conditions at the time of launch and the reaction time of the Range Safety Officer are required when more land is available for a Launch Hazard Area.  
Conversely, more operational constraints are required when less land is available.  The geographic extent of the Launch Hazard Area and the operational 
constraints associated with it are established for each site to ensure the launch can safely conducted.  An Launch Hazard Area of 4.5 miles was never 
proposed for the Hera launch sites at Santa Rosa, Cape San Blas or Cudjoe or Saddlebunch Keys.  The 4.5 mile figure was originally associated wit the 
Fort Wingate launch site.  However, even at Fort Wingate, the eventual Launch Hazard Area was significantly less than 4.5 miles northeast of the launch 
site due to the existence of a school or residence. 

 P-T-0046.04 Safety-Keys 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have 
been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  The Launch Hazard Area has not been shrunk.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed 
for the site, the missile, and the environs around the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the 
Range Safety Officer. 

 P-T-0046.05 Safety 3.1.9.4 If the Flight Termination System did function, it would split the casing of the Stage 2 motor casing.  This split may initiate a fire in the mass of the Stage 
2 propellant.  There would not be a detonation since the propellant is not configured in a pressure vessel; both ends of the motor are open in shipping.  
Stage 2 of the Hera missile is shipped with the Flight Termination System attached to the motor casing.  The Flight Termination System is classified as 
Department of Defense Class 1.1 explosive.  The Flight Termination System is not shipped with initiators attached.  Without initiators, the Flight 
Termination System would not detonate. 
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 P-T-0046.06 Water-Keys 3.3.14.4 The pH of shallow marine waters in the Florida Keys range from a low of 7.3 near Saddlebunch and Cudjoe Keys to a high of 8.2 near Plantation Key.  
Average alkalinity measurements range from a low of 119 mg/L calcium carbonate near Plantation Key to a high of 137 mg/L calcium carbonate near 
Harrison Canal (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1996).  If it were to rain shortly after a missile launch, the hydrogen chloride present in 
the exhaust plume would be dissolved in the rain droplets, which would result in a temporary reduction in rainfall pH.  Calculations were conservative in 
that 100 percent of the 1399 kilograms of hydrogen chloride present in the exhaust plume was assumed to be dissolved in rain droplets (as opposed to 
approximately 20 percent under normal conditions.)   Due to the high buffering capacity of the shallow marine waters, rainwater falling on nearby surface 
waters would result in no decrease in the pH levels.  There would be no decrease in pH levels hence no stress on the marine life in the vicinity. 

 P-T-0046.07 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Section 3.3.3.4 addresses potential impacts of hydrogen chloride and other launch emission components on biological resources in the Florida Keys. 
 P-T-0046.08 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The Launch Hazard Area for the alternative target launch sites on the Keys does overlap the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary; about 4.3 percent 

of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is in the Cudjoe Key Launch Hazard Area and 1.6 percent of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
is in the Launch Hazard Area for the Saddlebunch Keys (see section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in the Florida Keys National Marine 
Sanctuary are permitted but would require specific consultation.  Should either of these sites be selected, consultation with Federal and state resource 
agencies would establish specific mitigations to avoid or minimize the disturbance of protected areas.  Consultation with the Director of the National 
Marine Sanctuary began early in the planning process for the Theater Missile Defense 

 P-T-0046.09 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The evaluation of potential traffic impacts on U.S. 1 forecast an increase in traffic volume in 2005 (including Theater Missile Defense-related vehicles) 
of 0.3 to 1.5 percent on a peak day of activity.  Since baseline forecasts of traffic for the same year show that most of the segments of U.S. 1 would be 
operating at or above design capacity during peak times, project traffic would exacerbate this situation.  If program activities were planned for this 
alternative, vehicle movement would be scheduled to avoid peak hours. 

 P-T-0046.10 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4. Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million 
vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch. 

 P-T-0046.11 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 Should one of the sites in the Keys be selected for Theater Missile Defense testing, a site-specific emergency response plan (similar to the example in 
appendix J) would be prepared and implemented. 

 P-T-0046.12 Launch mishap 3.1.9.4 The Launch Hazard Area was designed to avoid requiring the evacuation of private property or occupied dwellings.  The residences of Cudjoe Key have 
been recognized since the first site visit to the Keys.  Each Launch Hazard Area is individually designed for the site, the missile, and the environs around 
the site.  As stated previously, the more constrained a Launch Hazard Area, the more restrained the Range Safety Officer.  Refer to section 3.1.9.2 in the 
SEIS.  Should the Keys be selected a response plan would be developed for the Florida Keys prior to any launches. 

 P-T-0046.13 Transportation-
Keys 

3.3.11.4 The target missiles proposed for Theater Missile Defense testing are Minuteman stages I and II.  Over a 30 year operational period, frequent transport of 
Minuteman missile components to and from 1000 sites never resulted in an explosion.  Estimates of the probability of an accident involving a truck 
carrying missile components on the Overseas Highway range from 2.63 to 6.89 per million vehicle-kilometers.  Using the high value, there is a 
probability of 0.0012 of a truck accident per launch.   

 P-T-0046.14 Safety 3.1.9.4 See response to comment 46.14 above. 
 P-T-0046.15 Safety 3.1.9.4 The analysis of the risk probabilities of each missile flight test is conducted prior to acceptance of that flight test program by the range.  The system 

failure mode analysis and attendant risk probability calculations for each failure mode are calculated.  Each equipment failure or human error possibility 
is considered and incorporated into the risk assessment for each flight test.  No test will be accepted by the Air Force Development Test Center 
commander until he is satisfied that the risk analysis complies with Air Force and Department of Defense safety policies.  Comment noted. 

 P-T-0046.16 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Steiglitz, Barry 
Florida Keys 
National Marine 
Sanctuary 

P-T-0047.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 

 P-T-0047.02 Draft SEIS 
 

 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0047.03 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts of pre-launch and launch activities are addressed in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 
 P-T-0047.04 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Studies of launch effects at Cape Canaveral have shown that birds disturbed by launch noise normally return to their nest soon after the launch event. 
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 P-T-0047.05 Biology-Keys  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0047.06 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 The alternative target launch sites on Cudjoe Key and Saddlebunch Keys are located on land owned by the Department of Defense and are designated for 

military use.  The Launch Hazard Area for these alternative sites does, however, overlap the National Marine Sanctuary and several wildlife refuges (see 
section 3.3.7 in the Final SEIS).  New military uses in these areas are permitted but would require specific consultation with appropriate Federal and state 
resource agencies.  See sections 3.1.3.4 and 3.3.3.3 in the Final SEIS for proposed mitigations.  Should an alternative be selected, the specific mitigations 
will be documented in the Record of Decision.  This mitigation plan, which would avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts on protected areas, would 
be developed and implemented prior to initiating site preparation and test activities. 

 P-T-0047.07 Land Use-Keys 3.3.7.4 Comment noted. 
 P-T-0047.08 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Military activities associated with Theater Missile Defense site preparation and test preparation on military land would have minimal effect on the 

wilderness area.  The missile launch would be intrusive, but of short duration, no more than once a month. 
 P-T-0047.09 Visual 

Aesthetics-Keys 
3.3.13.4 To better assess the visual impact of constructing a missile assembly building or erecting a 50 foot tall missile on a site, a visual simulations for each 

vantage point photograph used in the Draft SEIS has been prepared (sections 3.1.13.1 and 3.2.13.1.)  These visual simulations use computer graphics 
programs to ensure that the apparent visibility of the building or missile in the photograph is what would actually be seen from each respective vantage 
point.  Specifically, a known dimension in each photograph was determined from sources at the respective sites.  This known dimension was projected 
into the photograph via planographic projection to provide a perspective scale of the distance between two objects.  In this case, the two objects were the 
tower or known object, and the Hera missile, which would be 50 feet tall on its launch stool.  The site mapping indicated the horizontal distance between 
the known object and the Hera missile launch site.  The resultant photographic visual simulations are published in the Final SEIS section 3.1.13.4 (pages 
3- 223 and 226) for the Panhandle sites and section 3.2.13.4 (pages 3-518 and 3-521) for the Keys sites.  It is apparent, reviewing these photographs, that 
neither the building nor the missile are visible from most accessible vantage points.  The view from those closer vantage points will include the existing 
military buildings as well as the new Missile Assembly Building and missile.  The new buildings will be seen in the context of the existing military 
facilities. 

 P-T-0047.10 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this analysis, the most recent and 
available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys.  The listed species presented in 
the SEIS were obtained from the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and are specific to the Region of 
Influence for each alternative site. 

 P-T-0047.11 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Should a Keys alternative be selected, the specific mitigations will be documented in the Record of Decision.  This mitigation plan, which would avoid or 
minimize potential adverse impacts on protected areas, would be developed and implemented prior to initiating site preparation and test activities. 

 P-T-0047.12 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

Kanter, Charles P-T-0048.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0048.02 Socioeconomics 3.3.10.4 Theater Missile Defense launch activities would not have an appreciable effect on the income and employment of industries operating in the Gulf of 

Mexico. 
 P-T-0048.03 Launch Hazard 

Area clearance 
3.2.10.4 The Theater Missile Defense test program will rely on the Florida Marine Patrol and the Coast Guard to ensure that the water portions of the Launch 

Hazard Area are clear.  These agencies understand the marine operating procedures and constraints of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.  
Agreements will be reached with other Federal and state agencies to determine the appropriate policy most effective and ways to clear the Launch Hazard 
Area. 

 P-T-0048.04 Launch Hazard 
Area clearance 

2.1.3.2.3 Prior public notice of test event schedules would be publicized, posted in marinas, and noted in NOTMARS.  Radar surveillance prior and during the test 
would enable the test officer to monitor the marine traffic in the area.  It is believed that with the cooperation of the Florida Marine Patrol, the Coast 
Guard, and the boating public, the area can be cleared for the period to assure safe testing. 

 P-T-0048.05 Launch delay 2.1.3.2.3 A launch event would last from 1 to 4 hours including time delays for clearance of the LHS.  Beyond this time period, the flight test would be canceled. 
 P-T-0048.06 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0048.07 Program  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0048.08 Socioeconomics-

Keys 
3.3.10.4 The Visitor Participation Survey, which is described as the most comprehensive ever conducted in the region, further emphasizes the relatively minor 

role that the Lower Keys plays in the Keys tourist economy.  The top three activities in which visitors participated were sightseeing and attractions (55 
percent participation rate), beach activities (34 percent), and visiting museums and historical sites (33 percent).  The top rated activity in the Lower Keys 
was viewing wildlife/nature study in which 5.8 percent of all visitors to the Keys participated. 

 P-T-0048.09 General 3.3.10.4 Comment noted. 
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Linn, Diane P-T-0049.01 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 No area, activity, or resident outside the Launch Hazard Area will be exposed to risks from Theater Missile Defense test activities greater than those 
encountered in normal daily life.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of the public.  This is done in accordance with Air 
Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected to an individual and collective risk 
significantly less than the average public exposure. 

 P-T-0049.02 Socioeconomics 3.3.10.4 The real estate values within an area are directly related to the levels of income and employment that occur within the area.  Socioeconomic impact 
studies that have been prepared by the Air Force over the past decade have shown that housing values and military programs are generally positively 
related.  The areas near Eglin AFB and Vandenberg AFB, which are both installations where missile testing occurs, have experienced generally stable 
and appreciating property values.  The only negative changes in housing values that have been recorded resulted from mission reductions and base 
closures that have occurred.  Since the proposed Theater Missile Defense test program would not have an appreciable effect on income or employment 
levels at any of the alternative test sites, no related changes in property or housing value would be expected. 

 P-T-0049.03 Safety 3.1.9.4 A separate environmental assessment has been prepared for the Air Drop program.  Air drop would occur far offshore that no populated areas is 
endangered by it. 

 P-T-0049.04 Safety 3.1.9.4 Launch Hazard Area evacuation is for unoccupied lands.  Residents will not be affected by the clearance of hazard areas.  No residents will be evacuated 
because no exist in the Launch Hazard Area. 

 P-T-0049.05 Draft SEIS  In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis to inform the public and decision makers of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.  In preparing this 
analysis, the most recent and available data was used to characterize the existing environments of all potential sites including those in the Florida Keys. 

 P-T-0049.06 Draft SEIS  Public safety is a primary concern for all range operations.  The safety limits defined by the Launch Hazard Area would assure that population centers, 
schools and residential areas would not be at increased risk as a result of the proposed test program.  A detailed discussion of the various risks associated 
with missile testing are described in section 3.1.9 for normal and mishap scenarios.  The primary role of the range safety officer is to ensure the safety of 
the public.  This is done in accordance with Air Force Development Test Center policies and procedures ensuring that the general public will be protected 
to an individual and collective risk significantly less than the average public exposure.  Specifically, one of the safety mechanisms is to establish a 
Launch Hazard Area as described in section 2.1.5 in the SEIS.  The Launch Hazard Area for each test event would be calculated prior to launch on the 
basis of system factors (propellant type and quantity, payload weight, etc.) and environmental factors (temperature, humidity, wind direction and 
magnitude).  If this launch-specific Launch Hazard Area exceeded the maximum permitted Launch Hazard Area defined for any specific launch site or 
could result in adverse impacts to non-Federal land parcels other than those predicted and coordinated with Federal, state and local agencies, the launch 
would be delayed or canceled.  No test event would proceed that would pose a safety threat to the local community.  Potential impacts to human health 
and safety is addressed in section 3.1.9 of the Draft and Final SEIS. 

Putnam, Nick 
Key Deer Protection 
Alliance 

P-T-0050.01 Biology-Keys 3.3.3.4 Potential impacts to biological resources are addressed in section 3.3.3.4 of the Final SEIS. 

 P-T-0050.02 Alternatives-
Keys 

1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 

Tanzonieri, Albert P-T-0051.01 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0051.02 Draft SEIS  Geopolitical considerations were not factors in the selection of alternative test sites. 
 P-T-0051.03 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0051.04 Program  The Florida Keys have included some level of military activities for over 50 years. 
 P-T-0051.05 Program  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0051.06 Land use-Keys 3.3.7.4 State and local regulatory requirements, many of which are derivative of Federal statutes, are recognized in the planning process.  Military projects on 

military land comply with Federal regulation. 
 P-T-0051.07 Draft SEIS  Comment noted. 
 P-T-0051.08 Water Quality-

Gulf 
3.2.14.4 Comment noted. 

 P-T-0051.09 Safety 2.1.3.2.3 The non-circular shape of the Launch Hazard Area means that the Range Safety Officer has to react more quickly if an errant missile moves in the 
direction of the closer boundary. 

 P-T-0051.10 Safety 3.1.9.4 Comment noted. 
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Comment 
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RESPONSE  

 P-T-0051.11 Safety 1.0 No decision has yet been made about which alternative may be selected.  National Environmental Protection Agency requires the analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Section 1.0, Program Overview, explains the factors that will be considered in making the final decision 
after the Final SEIS is completed. 
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